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. R g ABSTRACT

¢ T, Y s ,

Is the concern about the curgent stafe of finances of higher education actuau‘;/
based on facts? Is the concern apout the future justified ?
s S S . .
It is easy to give a hard-nosed answer to the first question. ‘There is-no evi-
‘dence of a financial crisis in higher education, if by crisis one means the
+ failure of institutions to balance revenues and expenditures. Moét post-
- secondary institutions were'and are making emis meet, though not-without
some difficulty, and potential students are not being turded away by a lack
of spaces in institutions strapped for operating moneys : _

5 I On the’contrary, except for very selective institutions, most'colleges and —
: " universities'have had trouble recruiting gufficient numbers of students
Fall'enrollment in 1974 compared to fall 1976 in fact, declined in roughly
half of all private and a fourth of all public inssitutions. Campuses which .
~ lost enrollment, accounted for one-third of all the postsecondary enrollment-
in 1970, but their share of total enrollment decreased in the next four years
as growing institutions increased their enrollment by some 20 per cent'.

© As a’general rule, institutions which attracted more students increased .
their expenditures for instruction per student at a sfower rate than those ~>
“-which lost students. Although the losers in the enrollment competition !
started”out with a Tower level of spending/per student,-by the end of the g
..+ period the expenditures per student were equal in both groups. Neverthe-
r less, enrollment losses contihued in the declining group. S

In both the public and private sectors, the institutions that have been-losing
) students most rapidly have raised their tuition mQst rapidly. This develop-
. " ment threatens enrollments ih the private sector pr much more than
in the publjc. Private institutions with fast-declining enrollments, which
-used to charge considerably less than the average, now charge the average
" tuition for the private sector. - B r

’

P

There is little doubt that higher education as a whole has been strapped

for funds over the past few years. If past trends had continued into the

1970's, instructional budgets would have exceeded the estimated expendi-

- tures in 1974/75 by a billion in current dollars. Most of the savings were
. ‘ made at the expense’of teaching and professional staffs, whose salaries
failed to keep up with the cost of living. We estimated that, had-there been
no recession, enough motey would have been available to obviate ‘the need
. for the severe lid on salary increases. This fact, however, must be small
= comfort to professors ‘who have seen their real income decline in Both rel-

. - ative and absolute terms: over the past few years. '
. . » .
o .The financial prospects of higher education in the next ten4ears are-be-
/. ' clouded, mainly bécause total enrollments are likely to remain at turrent
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" levels, or perhaps even decline. ‘The projections of enroliments presented

in this study anticipate stabilityin the total number of students enrolled,
in higher education jn the ceurse of the next tén years. On the optimistic
side, slow growth is projected in the work load of the public sector (mea-
sured in full“yfme equivalent studerlts) and no significant change in efiroll-
ments for the private sector. " If, oft the other hand, anticipated shifts

" from full-time fo part;time study were {0 materialize, the resulting pessi-
.- mistic pro;ecnbn would anticipate that the work load of the grwate sector

would decline by some 20 per cent between now and 1985, afid.that of the

pubhc sgctor would declinie by some two per cent. .

“The effect of these declmes on’ the balance between revenues and expendl-
*. tures will,’of course, depend both’upon the developments in the economy

as a phole, and upon the wage and salary policy of the administrations of
her educatiom institutions. To bring realism to the projections, we have

- estimated both expenses and revenues in a full-employment, fast-groth

ecopdmy, and also in. the eventuality that productivity rises more slowly -,
and Lmemployment remains at a fairly high level of sixper cent
Itis surpnsmg that under most circumstances, there is likely tobe a” ~
hair-breadth balance between the’expenditures and revenues in both the
publu: and private sectors in 1980. By 1985, unless enrollment in the
private sector declines, non-state supported schools are likely to face
deficits on théir instructional account and the books of the public sector
are likely to balance without any \Rusudl effort. ¢

. .
The projected balanoe of finances in higher education as a whole was predi-
cated on the following assumptions: (1) instructional personnel wil not

. make up their real income losses sustained.in the past three years, (2)

in the future, their real inecarre will icrease one-half of one per cent

less than average earnings in the slow-growth; and at the rate of average, .
earnings in the fast-growth economy, and (3) state and local governments
will continue to devote an increasing percentage of the gross rta,noﬂal pro-
duct of the country to subsxdlze hlgher educatlon , ,
Bvén with thede opnrmsnc assumpuens #we anticipate serxotga/probrems
for some institutjons. Currently, there is no evidence that -institutions
-which' have been losing enrollnent are arresting their losses of students:
With further erogion of their student base, these institutions, especially in
the private sector, will have to either instifute draconian economies or
close their doors. .In the public séctor, the pressure to economize will o

. be also strong, as the projected balance beween income and outlay will n

allow the profhgate use of resOurceﬂn insntunons which fail to artract
s{udents et 2
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at action, "if any, should the federal government take to preserve the

- R diversity-and herlth of higher education? Probably, it will mot need to

/ . take anhy drastic|steps, such as across-the-board institutional suppoit,
.~ but we do foresee pressure fosymini- Lockheeds to bail out failing insti-
. tutions. Given the outlook for the next ten years; such action i not
recommended. It will merely weaken remaining private jastitutions,
". - and serve to pefpetuate the misallpcation of resources in higher educa-
-tion. More importantly, it would make the federdl government party to

* the misdirection of students to institutions which offer training or majors
.with little appeal.. . :

4
~

,In the light of the findings of this. study, three modest.thrusts for federal
policy in higher education appear to be indicated: (}) to reverse the policy
- .in awarding Basic Opportynity Grants, which favors low tuition in the

' - public sector. Thig could beNaccomiplished by. either splitting the grant
between tuitidh and living costs, or putting a relatively high limit on the
level of tuition included in the calculation of nded, (2) to encaurage the -

. private sector to enroll more part-time students, possibly by suggdsting.

- to the Fund for Postsecondary Education that the funding of experiments

where mach of the clerical, maintenance, and possibly student counseling
effort is provided by paft-time students w encourage schools which
would otherwise shrink to an uneconomic sige to appeal to the part-time
student market. These schools lpcated in areas where few part-time jobs
dre available could tap into this market. (3) Finally, to adopt measures
to protect the financial well-being’ of the faculty. In theiong-rum, if
professors’ standards of living are depressed further, it is likely that
teachers in specialties most in demand in the "real world".will be hired
away, and the training available to studénts be further skewed to less
economicallyyiable professions. The possibility of improving the tode *
of the labor reret for professors, through federal participation in re-
tirement funds, ox; special health-insurance plats, immediately comes to
mind. Lo . S S
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. / . . ‘
FINANCLAL DEVELOPMENTS IN .POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION, ’

L

., 1970/71 - 1974/75 - -

...-" ‘. ¢ “n 3
[ z

~_ The finaricial héalth of the postsecmdary secto? continues to
é be of concern to mstxtutlonal gdmun%rators\;@nd to po'Ilcy -makers. Ever

\
sigce the early '1970'5, when a forecast of-the fmanc:lal cgsls m;oueges

A}

and universities was publxshed 1 there has been’ persmtent fear that finan- -

“cial strmgency would affect the qualu:y of postsecmdary education and/ _

I

cause a m;ﬂ)er of schools, mamly in the private secnor. to merge or. to

. cloﬂe the.lr doors. ,Fhe study below wiu try to expla,in the reasons for the {

N - v ]

. pessumsm about the prospects of the postsetdery sector, and highlight

the factors wtnch caused the direst pred'lctlons nat to come true--at least,

~

unot up to now,| - A ‘ . . / . : \J
. - /
Ih the recent past, much of the d'fcussion of the financia-l

4

. hedlth of our colleges-and universities has been beclouded by the lumping
nogether of developn%fs which affect the sector as a whole, devel?:prnents:
‘which affect -only certain groups of m,sntuuons, and cucumsmnces relat-

* - fing to the pay and working conditions of instructional persontiel . To

+ clarify past trend®and identify future issues more effectively, the present
) - -

h er has b;en organized in the fol.lowmg manner:

I. A dﬁscussxon of trends in the expendu:ures and
revelues of mgher educanoa 1nst1ruuons by type

o and control. , _ x
' . A diffe;ent look at-resource allocation. This con- .
P sists of an analysis of key developments -in selected .
‘ N institutions which either gained or lost enrollment T
. duri,lg the intervening period., , D o~
; v . - T o~ C
- < . - . . . \
-8 Y :

] - ' - >

S
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outlays per studel.lt appear to have remained practically constant.

: 2 -
) 3 ', ' S’ . e
III A discussion of the enrollment and ﬁnancxal. '
respeéts of the postSecondary sec;tor t0 1985.

. 2
+

L IV. An ,evaluation of the fmahc;al oondmon of post-
' secondary institutions, showing to what extent
it depends upon the rates of pay and levels of
.employment of instructional personne,l -

-

¢

I; A DLSC'USSION OF TRENDS, IN'THE EXPBNDITURES AND REVENUES

OF H‘IGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS BY TYPE AND CONTROL
i . . .

All Insﬁutlons Y
. \ .

Expenditures. ‘Aftet the prodigiously fast growth o‘f‘expendi;

tures the ﬁve—year period ending with 1969 /70, the rate 'ot grovzrth"ofh o

resources devoted to postsecondary’ educauon sbwed down consxderably
,during the 1970/71 to- 1974/75 pe‘ The $10 bllhqn increase in 91%
, first half of the 1970,s wtuch brought the total expendltures of postsecond-
_ary mstitutions to over $35 billion in. 1974-/75 represented a rate of
growth of pezi'ly 50 pler cent, only two-thtrds the 72 per cent tpcrease
of the previous five-year period. 3 : (§ee Table 1.) Most of the slowdown
in therate ‘'of growth of outlays was caused by the declme in the rate of
’growth cﬁ student enrollments On a per full- time equxvalent (FTE) stu- !
dent basis, outlays increased by 29 per cent between’ 1971 and 1975, as
conQared to 33 per cent between 1965 and 1970.

-

‘Ongce these expendxtures are ad]usted by the change in costs

14

.. pa!d by institutlonsa in the course of the past ten years, however, current

Desplte

. yea.r period, the costg of institutions mcreased at the same rate in both

'qulnqum (See Table Z. ) The reasou for this is that mstrqctxonal and

- ) )

e S . . .

¢
- .
. s
- L]
v . .
- = N .
I o . 0 -
. .

. - -

.
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. the’relatively higher rate of inflation in the economy during the latter fxve- -
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3 professlonal wages failed to keep up w1th mﬂatﬁx during tbf past five

years, allowmg the postsecondary system to Wmereaqe its costs more

i o 1

slowly than the coqsumer prlce"mdex during that time. By tontrast,
e L 3 .- ' _‘ .., -+ ~ ! ) ! s

during/the previeus five'years, the costs of higher edueation institutions

« I

s . Fose gome two perdc'ent more rapidly than did the CPI during an average
) year. ‘;‘i'. ) " ' . ’ I.\ » . T -
. )
7 . n_‘__j- The slgwdqwn in the growth rate gpd the relative deSenoratlon

of wages paid, by postsecondary msututlorrs are undoubtedly difficult phe-’

nomena for admlmstrat}ﬁto deal with. Faculties-accustomed to rapid

P’

promotions and increasgs in their standard of living have been incrjeasingly' .

”disappointed -on both counts. There is, hence; [ittle wonder that talk 'aboLT

/

thetr /r.eﬁtive 1mportance as;percem:age o? current 'funds expenditure,

desplte the dxfferent ratés of charige in the relatlve prxces of the compo-
4 3
: nents Thus for msta ce, instruction and departmental research continued

“to cIairn roughly one-third of m@enses Educatlonal and ge;}leral ex-

4
penditure, a category Wthh includes expenses for adrmmstratton, mcreased

PO

. slightly from 12.8 to 13 7 per cent of Qutlays between 1971 and 1975 -The

CLs
A shar:e of research did not change much elther, amounting to 9.5 per ce'ﬂt
. of 1 outlays at the begmmng of the penod and 9.1 per cent,\at the end,
o tbough in the interim it hit a Tow of 8.1 per cent. .
r r‘ N .
e ) ) ‘ o
- ‘, Iv
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Plant operation and»ma‘intenance,' a closely-v('atched an'd muych .

L4 * g /’.

" discussed outlay&tem mcreased from 7.4 to 8 7 per cent of total chrrertt

. o

fund expendltures between 197} and 1975 'l‘he prices of the components

comprtslng operatlon aud maintenance rose some 46 per cent, more than .
° g

"1.5 times as fast as factor prices of all goods and services purchased by

di/e postsecmdary-sector Some components, of operatlon a:nd mamtenance,

[

"such as‘ utilities, doubled in price during the same period:- After opera-
E 3

tion and maintenance costs w'e‘re deflated by, the appropgiate index, and

other inputs were restated in constant 1966-67 prices, operation and i /

maintenance dechned from 7 6 per cent of total current expenditure in \

I - =

1971 to 7 4 per cent in 1975, Thls declme in the share of real resources

consumed by ‘this” item-was not unexpected' as a greater proportlon of s
—

'FTE students enrolled in .two-year scheols, the pr0porr1§n of operation

and malntenance in total budgets could be expected to decline because. two-

. year schools spend a smaller proportion. of their budget ‘on this item.

ﬁotai')'le changes in resource shares occurred in expenditures
peripheral to instruction. Auxiliary enterprlses (e.g., dmmg halls
and dormitories) claimed a smaller s’hqre of the dollar, as their share of

equndltures declined from 12.7 to 11..6 per cent. By cmtrast, e:_ttensxon

- and pub/l_ic service activisies and hospitals appear to have claimed a bigger -

shars of ,lnstlt'utional budgets. Hospital outlajr's_increased néarly‘two- '
and-a-half times in current dollars and nearly doubled in constant dollars

r o V4 / - . . B .
during the past 'five’years . Extension and public service activities appear

. . {
[] H s -.
. .
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. tutions from the remaining.operating: act1v1ttes Instructional costs could

tﬂave,mearly doubled durmg,me same tlmé perlod in CUrrent dollars KX

A

Pei'haps théSe mcreases are. due to artlfaCtS E/reporting, as the forrn

through Wthh fnfanmal mformation was cqllected was changed in 1974;!75

P
the Year the most spectacular mcreases took place It is poss1l;le that

aF

some costs were mcluded_ under these “headings whlch‘had been ormtted .
- . .
-hitheftq B L | L" PO

S mong ‘as ,l'ugher eduqation mstttuttons are mvolved inr many .

vq

.

arctiv!tte\s such as contracted resea.rch for which they are reimbursed,

and the prov151on of dormltorles and dmmg halls, Wthh are usually self-

N 4 . .

upbortmg, a bettér measure of the resources devoted to theu: prm&-

pal act1v;ty is vgh\at-we shail call mstrucnonal costs In tms study, as’in

»~

prevxdus studles,g we have estlmated mst:rl'xonal codts by agldmg up .

expendxtures fer 1nstruct;on, adrmmstratlbn non relmbursed research,

opei:ations and mamtenance, hbrartes, and the net gain in or loss of insti- | /

never -be calculated d1rectly, smce the p0rt10n of the costs of admmlstra-

' tion, operatlon and maln&nance, Which were reimbursed- by research and

development contraCts oz‘ should Be allocated to auxiliary enterprises ‘was -
not -1=eported on'the HEGIS form Instructlonal Costs were derlved for-
F J

'every year until 1974/7,&, ind’ the series calculated this way appeared both

consistent and plausible until then Not so for. 1974/75 Changes in the
form and lnconsxstencies in the year-to- year'reports of institutions made

this’ cal_culatlon 1mpossible.6 ‘[nstead, mstructional eosts were calculated

. . & - . =
[ 4 .
.
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~ on the Basia of the reported instructional expend‘ltures and"departmental
[
' résearch of a:set of institutions which appeared to'haye #lled in the ques-

s " - tionnaire ina consistent. manner hetween 1973/74 ‘and 1974/75.

Lo - N - . »

o . v Accordmg to our estxmates, mstructlonal costs i
- T hal? »
" gome 49 per cent in cun'ent dcﬂlars in the 1971 to 1

i

terms, this mcrease amounted t6 16 per cent, equ hé -increasé in

~,

FTE students’—\Since the mix between undergraduate ahd graduate students
: 4
did not change significantly, the cost* as measuredJJ‘y standard under-

. ngrﬁuate students (SUS),” neithie 1mproved nor detenorated either.

”«

Revenues Current fund revenues expanded more slowly than <

total current fund expend1tures for auﬁstsecondary‘mstj,tunons m the -

flve -year period under review 'ﬂney increased some 48 per cent,'approx-

imately twa per cent slower than outlayey—ehus” honmg the knife- edge o |

balance between e:qaenditure -and u’tt:bme Again, the'oyverall growth rate

was roughly two- tlur errenced in the prevmus five-year period. -

A4 ‘ . kS . —.
- ¢ -

Nevertheless ¥ the agg’ egat"e?; incorne exceeded_ outgo, and there

f was no overall deﬁcit for any of the past ﬁve years

P

. ,f.f ‘ . Among the 1mportant revenue sources, the most stnkmg change

S took pmce in l;he share of revenues provxded by;ates,“ﬁuch mcreased N
E . by more than two per cent from the 26 per cent of I;revenues (:omlt;g -

\ from state slbsidies m 1970/71 By contrast, fedéFal aid excluding the

moneys paid for research, scarcer c'hanged its. role in the income state-
;:_%_ . . L T R . ) L — . e »

. ment risingfromZ 4t02‘5percent




. Despite the oft*heard complamts about increasing student
charges, student tueton and fees- aetually cqntrxbuted 0.5 per cent less
of revenue 'in 1975 than in- 1971 Thetr share of total revenue decl.med
from 21. to 20 5 per, cent | y \i
| cher heads of revenue moved generauy in concert Wlth dfen-

ditures. Thus, aumharx entegprises lost ground in the income budget, |

déclinh;g fr'om.13.b.to li.s-oer cent of the total. * Sponsored and separately_- ‘

budgetedreeearch accourited fo¥ slightli' more than eight per ceqt of trjle )
current revenues’ at both the beginning and the end of the peripd, haying_ -
dipped in the interim, as did expenses for such m‘ses The revenues

. of serwce programs and hospitals went up\roughly in coneert w;th expen\
dxtures and accounted f0r a hlgher share of the total- revenue at the end of
-

- Abstracting from the d1ﬁerent typeE‘Uf-rwenues', some related

to the pr?nary function of institutj gans and’ _some not, it is mxpgant tQ

note that state appropriations inc sed.from 64 te 66 per cent of instruc-

the pprgd than at the beginning.

tional costs, and that tu1t10n relained roighly constant at 38 per cent of
. ~ r \
this total. .. : :

4 ’

Effstts of slower growth &analysxs of expendlture and reve-

<

nue trends tn the fmances in ail postsecondary ir‘:stitutloqs, dlscussed in
T .
greater detail below, highlights ‘the following developments:

(1) Blower growth in real and curr& dollars of both
- income .and outlay, > .

(2) the absence of deficits for the gector as a whole, -




fh\\

Created serigpus problems in promonc/in and h‘qmg Simultaneoﬁsly, the

L3 slower rates of increase of costs in the post-
- secondary séctor, compared to the Consumer
i Prige Index, mostly due t'a lag in professxonal
. wages, ..
(4 ) ;el&t:!ve constancy in real resources expended ) L .
per student, , : .-
(5). coﬁtmuqd stabulty in the role of research and ¢
E -~ development in ipptitutional budgeéts, after a -
: . dramatic decline¥n the 1960's. _ . k
‘. 1Y i
In effect, the administrators of postsecondary msntunons )

Y

have.been forced to gear down-their expansion.plans, since th chasing

pawer of the revenues afailable to them durmg the fwe years\% 1975 .
A

increaged at roughly two-thirds the/rate of the preceding five years
slower idcrease in theérate of grorwth'of earollments and the ’relative con- -

.o oo ) ~ - v - . .
stancy of research uot only put a crimp in the expansion plans but also

slowdown in economic activity, which limited the mcrease in resources

provided by the states and also reduced the rate of .iﬂerease in tuitiom,

" held back the increase in availabje funds for all institutiohs .

“ . (1 . R . * .
N If the trends of the latg 1960's had«contingued into the 1970's, .
. oo / C .
the instructional budgets of postsecondary inseitutions would have been

some 5 per cent higher than they actually were.'8 Tﬁ£ "savir;gs" were

~

effected"itll roughly- equal parts b§' kegpmg down professimal salar_ies, R

allowing thém to lag behind increases in the cost of living during the past

three yeargy and by the larger-than-expected shift of students'to lower-

H

- ' cost two-year, fnstitytions. *s we shall show below, the ebb and flow of e

. '’
- - A
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students between msntunons in. bothgthe .pu.bnc and private sectors made
/

the operation\gﬁndmd.ual mstxtutxons‘even more difficult than they other- )
\ @

R wise rmght have been , _
- . ‘\f % T s . !
) . \ " The Pubhc Sectof' . 4
- . - - —_— . - - - . '*
. , L -
PO ~ Cui"rent fund expendltures of publlc institutions increased some

4 seven'per cent more rapldly than those of all institutions between 1971 and

\

1975 reﬂectmg the growmg share of scudents enroued.on pubhc campuses:

(See Table 3.) T‘lﬁ§ tmpresswe rate of growth of 57 per cent in five years,
. ‘WhICh brought ftotal outlays of pubhc.institutxons\to 524 billion by 1973, was |
still only roughlj' half that of the preceding five-year period. [;Loonstant
dollars, the mcrease in outlays of the pubhc sec’tor was léss 1mp?@ve, ‘
some 21 per cena, roughly two- fxfths the rate at which resources weke
channelled mto pubhc msntunons dgmg the prevllou.s fxve. years. -
“In 'ent pnCes, the outlays per P’I‘ E stude;)t increased some
31 per cent du,rmg the past five- year perlod Ad]ustmg for Changes in
pnces pald by mstxtuﬁms the actual budget per FTE did not change {ggnif- -
. icantly in the coui'se of elther the past five or ta) years. Instructional

b . /

costs, as defmec\by this study, grew 55 per cent, one per cent slower
/ .

s between 1971 and 1975 than during 1966 to 1970. In con,*nt dollars, the
S p
L - jacreage was more modest, But stxll slgmﬁcant amountmg to 20yper cent
LS ‘ L 3 .
. of the base‘year 8 costs Measurea on-an FTE basts, howevér, idgtruc-
« . T o “ ". - ‘sh

txonal costs remamed vu'tually seabie QGrmg the last ﬁve -year perx

There wer¢ not startlmg chenges on the revenue side either
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) deficit” was, covered b_v state appropnanont
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[ sector.! They mcreased some 40 per c
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- for some 50, .per cent of public institution inst
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The decreasing lmportanc

was due to tv'vo factors: .

-
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/ ) than o& pen&_t from year to year.

coneracts
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in ;urre‘t:t dollars, and some 17 per cent m real terms, while in prlvate
univeraities the volume of research dechnedY by three per cen\zp real 7,

~

Tumqn and fees amounted to 22 per cem: of mstrucuonal cosfs at both the

‘.begmnmg and the end of the perlod although thelr importance increased
1
sltghtly in the mterlm As before, the lmn 8 share of the instructional

/ Umver,si,tles lnstr:ucnonal expendltures in doctoral granting
& mstltutlgngs.m the puBllc‘

systems grew most slowly, compared to
i current dollars and nine per

(See,;rable 4.) Thus,- although universities account;og

/

[
L centmrealte-p?ns._ 6 .
itution i 'ruzg;aloutlays'in 1978, -

and {2)' slight declines, in real terms, of instruCtional outlays per FTE
. 4

’ / " of mstructloual expenditures throughout the perlod The variations of

- -y

7y

their share had droppegd to 46 per cent by 1975
university systems in the total ,

(I).a slower than average incregase in enrollments,

student. U
Unxversny students tultion and fees accounted for a quarter ‘

l
their contnbunon to the estlmatqd mstructxonal Costs were never more

The only nm:a.ble development in the fmances of publlC univer-

/ sltles was their. mcreas.ng ability tp attraet research and development
Thetr net outlays on research increased some 50 per cent




Other ﬁour-year institutions. lnstrucuohal coms mcreased

L 208
-third more rapidly’ in other four yea.r iIlStltUtl(IlS than in- umversmes, R
P“e w

growing:»ﬁ per ceat in current dollars, and 21 per cent\th dbllars. §
during the five yars ending wxgz 1975 /}eﬂable 5, ) Rough;y one'half

E A

of the mczease n real cost was "dué to the mc;\ eased res@u,rces dev B

to the average FI’E student. The costs per FTE student mcreasbd fsome
~ 10 per cent in reai terms ?‘I‘hls increase was mamly due to the tuglze'f’j
prqmmoq .of graduate students +in tota} enrollment gosts per SUS, ad- .
’ _justed fpr the higher level of resources usually e@ended to educate students -
’ \ in graduate and professlonal schools, ‘increased anly three per cent,- AR
.- | % Public funds contributed some 1.5 per cent more of instrue-
. .,tio;zalgcogtsatthe end of the period than at tif beginning. [N

. : ’ ’ * - . e "
: e Two-year institutions. Outlayl for instructional costs for two-

- year instigutionsearly doubled in-cu;reni dollars, and increased almost

. 50 pe;' cQt i;l’constant dollars during the past five years. (Saei i‘able 5.) -
The i‘not'e&se was _dué mainly to increased euroumetxts. as the resources

> . expend& pe::‘?FI'E/ ag;dent increased only two peQent during the period . .

. lt‘ls sigmficant that &lthough, overall, the government sub- - _

, , sidies to students in two-year oolleges dxd not increage, the studatts in E
& ) L 4

these colleges paMe lov;_ﬁonm of instructional costs of all en- .
SR QIR roueestmepubncseaor; : S ‘ a

‘ . _ ) | !
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‘The Private Sector
F

Due to slow eurollmeut growth, current fund expendltures |

' 2 e/creased much n‘@e glowlyp thq&rivate than in the pubhc sector:

"Ihe rise in expmdituree ei\ per tent between 1971 and 1975 was only
\ 9 per cent less than tbe one experienced duringthe previous fiveé years.
: (See Table 7.) Yet in all probability it was more difficult.to live with, -
.since in real terms tbe resources of pnvafe Mmims increased less

. " than seven per cent durmg dle past five years, as contrasted to nearly

-18percwtntheyear91965tol970 - ,
. Tbe modest growth in r@.l reqources was due half to.the very s

slight increase in enrollments, and. half to the increase in outlays other
\—‘N-

than those for i{nstruction. The instructional costs pér FTE student re-

mained constant throughout the period, and those per SUS declined insig-
: 'tiiﬁcmtly \/ E S ?

Itis notable that research and developm.ent expendltures stabi-
lized ayn ltttle over nine per cent of outlays At the end of thepenbd,

sources. oonsumed by hwwhich ngarty doubled during the

ﬂve-ye’);period S ot .
A"index/of'the financial stringeticy which affected the 15_rivate
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L, .. tpstit{xppgh"is,the slow growth of opera\tfon.and niainte;iauce expenses. ‘_ -
' De‘sp&; the f:a(:t that the expenses greg gome one-half per cent as a share
% RS » ) -~
) 7

. A - ’ \.;:
*.-+ #7" . candy. Some 10 per cent less per FTE student wad Spent on operation -

- 7

? X ;;{of mqjﬁﬁdgef, expenditures per FTE student in real terms declined sign'ifi-‘

o -eng!'n;aintenanca in 197§5ﬁa§ jn 1971.

7

f * On the revenue side; tdiuan-a.tg,ﬁeés continued tp be the main-

-

leo
\ =

L ) - - ‘ —— . . ' ~ .
o stay of private inseffutional income. They accounted for 13, per cent of /
e

all reveﬁues at the beginning of the perildd,. and 14 at the end \ The tuition

co've{ed 73 per cent of 'mstruét;dnal costs at the beginhing oﬂthew pe}iod,

and some 75 ?er cent at the end, a small but signiﬁcant incrgae\e. The

ghare of endowment income and g'ifts';'emakled relatively stabile throughout |
IS . ﬁé p‘eriod,' and a'moﬁnted to Ba’weeri 24 an?i-ZS r cent of instruc?ional - a
| costs, thus bringing into precarious balance the comé and outgd for’ -~

P

instruction in private institutions.  © | -

PP ~ Universities. Total current fund expenditures of private doc-
-~toral grapt‘ing institutions grew somewhat mo}e slowly than in public LZr(

f
s versities, where enrollmt'increased, while it staYed near 1971 levels

—— - .

in the private sector. (>See Table 8.) Nevértheiéss, because of the sta-
bility in the nimber of stidents enrolled, expenditures per FTE student |-
. increased some three per cent in constant dollars from 1970 to 1975.
Outlays per staqdard'uqdergi'aduate student also rose slightly during this  {
period. - _’ T ’ \
| Tuition re,ve;m/é' covered some 65, per cent l(f fnp)(ucriénaif '
. . - , '1‘ ‘ * )
R 1 ' " . ) . 2 G' ) .. ' v ) !
Q ‘ . ) . * ‘ . ¢ ' -\
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costs in I971~and 67 per-ceat in 1975. I cun:ent danrs, tumon in pri-

. ./mi}r)slties rose 40 per cent during thel9‘71 75 period

Other four jear schools 'I‘he 3Gper cent mcrease in instruc-

\.

tional expendltures in pnvate other fpur«yea.\sdmools did not keep up with _

thé ucrease h}enrollments (See Table’9’) Expenses per FTE. s@n <
declined shghtly, by two per cent, and those per ‘SUS by Six per cent be~

rweeu197land1975 é;--n ‘ N
R ._ N * -

~Tuitjon revenue contributed 78 per cent of instructional costs .

o4
-

in 1971 and 80 per cent in 1975.

:) -
- Two- -year schools These schools’ enroumeut was -constant

i‘

mroughom the period (See Table 10.) 'I'ney accamt for an Aslgniﬁcant
_proportion of htal enrollmwt, and less than six per cent of the enroliment
in the private s,ectpr.. Instrudctfogalcosts in this group of s¢hools increased
agome 9 per cent in real terms. Tuition's share of these costs dechned
from 83 to 74'per cent There is httle doubt that the ﬁnances of these

schools were mnost th-pressed . ‘
‘ | ‘ £risis Or No Crisis?
ate ﬁgures for the public and private sectors, and |
. aha!yses of s&hoﬁis .’Qf n;stimtjon, do not'gliv‘e‘ the imprész-;,ion that ’

there was a financial crisis, in higher education. However, there was . v ’

penury. and*sf)mbably'feft most acutély in the private rather than’
thie public s‘eqtpr
for the increased costs incurred in teaching graduate’srudents.. Enrollments

" Qutlays per student did not decline,,even when adjusted
: jcer

PO
.
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v

by type of school an& control did not decline, and budgets appeared to be '
balanced in eéch sub -sector Jn almost all instances. '

ﬂere were certafnly slgns of cutnngdown, especnally in the

. private sector, where aﬁon and maintenance coBts were contfolled

3 ~

*very striCtly ancL esources expended on them declined 51gmf1cantly . -

3

n’ real terms. Other economxes, at the gxpense of the salaries of profes-

. stonal’ staff managed to keep costs down durmg this difﬁcult period

It Rsigmﬁcant that' desplte the higher proportion of mstruction
paid out of tuition in the pnvate sector, the privatp institutions did not

price themselves out of the market, but juss lost a shar\ of it, a loss Wthh

" was somewhat smaller than might haVe beeu ant1c1pated by projecting: the

\
past erosion of their role in totaal postsecmdary edication. &

—
© A hard-nosed analyst who stopped his analysis at this stage

would conclude that no crisis existed siﬁ}ce it was obvious that the insti-

tutions' capacity w’asa least equal to the students’ demand for educatxon,

and the gesources expended per student had not changed. Below, we shsll ‘

show the hard-nosed analyst would have-beén wrong. The ebb and

flow of students between different institutions has created some signifi-

cant disequilibria in resources, forced some hard thoices for admin-
istrators, and oreated dilemmas’for thosec‘oncern,e.d with maintaining the

qualftydtpostsecmdarymstrucdon. - o




II A DIFFBRENT LQOK AT RESOURCE. ALLOCATJON
) The ﬁnding thai ieal resources per student did not change/
stgnlﬁcan;ly in the course ot the past .ﬁve;qyears d ot begin to ﬁ.;lly
' describe the financ,ial conditions of postsecondary ).DBtltUthﬂS Smce the
begmning of 1970, as theé rates of increase in enrollments slowed down, - .
a large number of institunons have failed to maintam&eir former enroll-
ment levels.. During the ‘sami;s petiod; othex institutions have increased

™~

their enrollments '
\ The ana.lysis bel is based upon a con‘ip;rison of insrimeions
. Which reparted financial and|enroliment data for the full five-year period
1971 /75. These institutions account for roughly 85 per cent of the total \
enrollment in both the pubhc and pnvate sectors. Théimstltunons for
which comparable data could not be obtained vary fromi selective private
universities suchfs Harvard to large universmes, such as M1chigan &te.
and to many smaller public and private two-year colleges A oompanson
by type and oontrol of the‘institutions which reported, and those wj;lch d1d
not, ‘leads us ro believe th;t the reporting institutions are typical of the
mlverse.lo | ' '

We estimate that 63 per cent of all canfpuses in the U.S., with
67 per cent of the FTE students in 1971, did not lose any enrollment dur-
ing the 1971 75 period. Some 14 per cent of the campuses, which enrolled
17 per cent of tne swdents at.the ea%—éte. lost 10 per cent or less of

-

- thelr enrol‘immra. The remlning 23 per cent of the campuses, with 16




L]

. student workloads. *

’ campuses accounted for 15 per cent of the public and 24 per ‘cent of the

of institutions: one which gppeared to be attractive to students, another

per cent of the 1971 enrollment; lost'10 per cent or more FTE stfudents

in’the 1971-75 period. (See Table11.) >

-

The proportion of logers to gdiners was lower in the public

'than in the private sector. Nearly, three quarters of public campuses,

A

with \he same proportion of. F‘I‘l?. enrollment, did not lose any enrollrhent.»

4

By contrast, in the private sector only half oft the campuses, again W1th

the samg proportion of FI‘E enrollment, either did not lose or gained

-3 .
About 12 per cent of the public and 16 per cent of U'Kprivate*"

’ campuyses lost leqS than 10 percent of tﬁ'eir enrollments In 197 these

(

private sector enrollment. While fewer than one in'sev\en public campuses
lost more than 10 per cent of their enrollment, as many as one in three
private campuses v;ere decimated. ln°1971 12 per cent’ Df the students

in the public}eaor and one student in four in the private sector were
attending campuses which lost 10° per cent or more of thelr enrollment in
the next five years, -

Thus, both public and private sectors cgasisted of three types

-

which lost some students, and a third segment .which was abandoned by
students. at a somewhat faster rate, a rate which could be consi‘dered
alarmlng Attractive institutions did make significant enrollment gams

overall: 23 per cent for institutions in the public sector and 18 per cent
! . ] ~, ’ ’
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A

< for oampuses in the private sector. ”'l‘be smaller losers in the pul;lic and

not... .

- S 2

- 18°

P \ . R ;

{n
private sectors lost four and five per cent, respectively, of their enroll-

ments in the,course of the past five years, while the btg losers lost 21 per
cent of their enrollment in the public anc‘l 25'per cent of their enrollment,
in the private sector. (See Table 12. )

| "The factors which exblaln the relative attracnweness of schools

“are worth examining. Analysis based on a slightly more restricted sample

. (see Table 12, col. 2) indicates that schools with lower tuition in®1971 .

lost-students. By 1975, the level of tuition was identical in all three groups,
and the-higher tharl average g?owth in tuition no doubt contributed to their -
recruitment problerns In the publi&ector, in 1971 the-tuition charged by
schools which either gained enrollment or lost las than 10 per cent was
only $35 less than that of schools Wthh lost a high proportion of their -
students. By 1975 the.,gap had widened to $100 (See Table 13.)
Instructional costs per student appear in 197 1 to have more

i)r‘edictive value in forecastinf the power of schools to attract students.

". I both the public, and private sectors, schoals which lost students-had

' I;r mstructional costs per FTE or SUS in 1971 than schools which dld

. . o (e e

A
g

The effect of levels of costs per student in later years is more’

: mixed. Thus, in the public sector, schools with a less than 10 oer cerrt*

" loss in enrollment caught up in their instructional costs per student with

gchools which had level or increasing enroliments, and their FTE enroll-

ments did increase between tl)g fal] of 1974 and the fall of 1975 i In the
. ' ’ v e . . * ,
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private sector, schools in the same cucumstances also appeared to have *

- - arrested the erosion ef enrollment durmg the sameé t1me perlod as thelr )

costs practically, but not quite, caught up wmh the successful schools
. (SeeTablesl4and15) I * oo

. SN ?

) " The increased expenditures per student in later years do not
appear to have helped schools in‘the private sector which lost over 10 per
© cedt of their enrollment in the 1nter1m period. Desplte the fact that by
1974 expendltures per étpdent there were as high or hlgher than in
the rest of the private sector, t ielr enrollments contlnued to de'cline

In fact, many of the schools in both th:publlc and pnvate
. | sectors which Tost enrollment had by 1975 mcreased thelr costs above
the leVels of schools in their select1v1ty group which Jost no enrolimeént.
These trends may appear desuable on the surface, since the expendltures k
per student were more equal in 1975 than in 1971. From the point of vlew -
of admimstrators, however, this equallzanon did not come from a con-

~

scious program, but by happenstance. Schools which lost enrollment
v Y

_ were unable to cut their expenses-'fast enough; those which gained enroll-,

s . ment were tmable in many~ instances to keep theu- resonrces per student | ~
L 3 constant, especially among'schools in the private sectoi' and had to be
L - cmtent wltﬁa sllghtiy declinmg level of resources expended for mstructlon
L - on either an FTE or 'SUS basis. , (See Tables 16 and 17. )

P could of course, be argued that schools with increasing

enrollments were beneﬁting from economies of scale, and should not have
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A

. felt uncomfortable about economizmg resources Unformnatelé, it is npt
_atall clear at what level economies of scale operate in the postsecdndary

sector, and tradmons w1th respect to cla.ss size and the faculty student
ratio are ingrained. '
’ ®
In additlon, schools which lost more than 10 per cent of their

: , .

enr’ollment s especially those in the private sector, must be hounded by
mcreasmg fears of pricing memselves out of the markef ln/both .the
public and private sectors, the tuition of such schools increased more

. as a percentage of the 1971 level than did the tuition of schools in which

--enrollment did not decline (See Table 18.) The schools with the largest

ot

decrease m enrollment in.the private gector for instance, charged some
$200 less than schoo}s w1th no decline in enrollment in 1971, but by 1975

“the average level of tuition was Wlthln a few dollars

-

2 An analysis of the campuses that gained and lost enrollment,
by ge?;aphical recruitment area, ﬂfurther illustrates the complexity-of
the problem: of 1dent1fymg factors which affect the attraceiveness of schools.
National schodls, defined here as.campuses in which 50 per cent or more
offbth'e,freshmen originated fi'om out of state, seldom lost enrollpgent.
Regional schools &hich drew more than 25 per cent of their
freshmen from out of state,\v—vere the most frequent losers of students
in the private sector, afthough suchgchools seldom lost enrollment in the
public sector. In fact; if one looks at the proportion‘of schools likely to

lose enrollment by geographical recruitment area, one comes away wigh

g_the impression that in the qriva‘te sector all schools except those in the .




- | national and commumty categories had an equal chance of losing students.
) Among pubhc sector schools, those which limited thelr recruitment to

_/ _théir own state were l)ére often the losers. .(See Table 19.)
, In all probabllity, factors other than recruitment area a;ld

“ instructional costs played an important role in determining the attractive-;

" ness Ment campuses. The shi?t .to two-year schools and away from -

[} L]

teaehers coHeges in the pubhc sector no doubt was responsible for the
declining enrollmen_;s of pubhc msntunons wh'ich recruited the vast m;orllfy

?studalts ‘within a state. In the private sector, the evidence is Aess clear.

&g.

It can neither be explained by the average size of the school, nor, neces-
v, sarily, by its academic orientation. . L
Presgtige, measured in thls-study by the average$AT scores

“of the freehman class,. was probably the mogt important factor in maintain-
>

ing enrollments during the last fxve years. Thus, in the private sector,
. ~ ,

where two-year colleges do not account for & substantial share of total en- .

-

/ ‘, rollmglt 45 per cent of the enrollment in 1971 of schools which lost students
a . . . was m canpuses with Tow average selecnvn:y (with freshmen mean scores
below '1000) and 39 per cent.of the enr6llment was in institutions thh aver-
’ " age selectiv.ity (where ‘fréshmeg had mean SAT scores between 1000 1100).
| - (See Table zp,) ‘

— .-

/ - By contrast, prxvate schools thh$elow -average selectivity

' ‘acoounted for only-36 per cent of .the enrollment in campuses where the

nl,mber of sl_:udents remained stable or increased, and those with average

/ PO
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selectfnty some'97 perncent. In other words, schools whxch—%ere selective

in 1971 were more likely to mamtam or increage the1r enrollments than 5 } .
® ’ '
schoolg which \vere not. It is our 1mpressmn that they were not only more

hkely to :emam attractive to the’ ‘best and brightest"” prospective students,
~

but also able to fill their folls thh srudents witlf lqwet scores, who were

h1therto tumed down, but now were accepted m thes‘-nstltuttons

'I‘he trends m the pubhc sector are more dlfﬁcult to mterpret

Generally, schools with h1gher selechity were not llkely to lose much of

. their enrollment Campuses which lost. stuk-nts were concentrated in the
;X — '
) rmddle of the selecthty spectrl‘m "Non- sel.ectwe public colleges mostly
two»-year mstltutxons, attracted an increasing number of st‘udents
i.

\ {
factors affecnng the1r relative attractiveness has, we hope, shown that
the Crisis in the fmances of the postsecondax;y sector, as percewed by

The precedmg dlSCUSSlOﬂ of dlfferent types o} schools and the

¢

admimstrators and special interest groups does have some basxs On

'one hagd 1mportant sectors of their constltueney are losmg enrollment

v,

wh1le raising the1r tuition faster than the average, and engender fear that

-

declimng enrollments levels w1ll make these msntutlons non-viable. On

-

the other and, the insntunons Wthh keep on,attractmg mcreasmg num-

bers of students find their resources per student growmg-more slowly than
ot
their costs. In both cases, there appear to he legitimate grounds forvun--
. . . .

rest and concern,

-~




- - as the’depen'@t'var' le. A aymber o¥ deperddent variables were chosen

. A Codsxstent Bxplanatlon of Enrollment Changes? :
Aseries of stepmse regressxons were run to attempt to obtam ' :
. \ - i Ve
consistent E’xplanations of the factors whxch account for the ability of schools

to attract and retain students. “To this end, the change in enrollment be-

. to expl this chang-e by elther (1) the tuition level per FTE student in
exp a,m

<
’

o

tween 1971 ‘and l925 for all students and undergraduates only) was chosen

1970, (2) the tujtion level per FFE in 1974, (3) the ratio of the tuitfon in
the late to.the earher year, (4) expendxtures per SUS in 1974 (\S}expendi-
tures per FTE student in 1974 or perhaps»(6) the subsxdy {instructional

/
costs lesS_tultlon) per SUS or (?) per FTE student. In plain English we

e.xpeCted that the changes‘m either the total level of enrollment, or changes
in the enrollment of undergraduates could be explained by (1) the level of
tuition in a school atthe begmning (2) or end of the penod (3) the change -

:m the raté: of ¢hange of that tuinon, since schools pro;eczed'\/lstbmed

".infages of "‘cost.’ Omer varlables chosen as lncely td influeace enroliment

-

levels. were (4) the amount of: resources expended on instruction or, perhaps,

: (55 the s.ubildy received by the: student (the thfference between costs and tui-

(dom). T A Ly

’ /For em;er the whole of the prwate or the public sector, these

_variables fail to e“xplain a sigmflcant propornon in the enrollment change.

. When the dependent vanable was total enrollment change, the R2 for the .

prfvate sector was 0 04 and for the public sector it was 0, 08 By contrast,

, ,better results were obtajned for the private sector when the campuses ‘were

Fa

~
a




disaggregated by level pf selectivu:y, and for the run-of-the- milf (average .
selectivity) public t:anpuses where the SAT scores of freshmen in 1970

" - 4
L SN PR g /. -

were average. ?S%e'[‘ablefl ) L L - : ' \

*

A3

. : Despite the fairly high RZ, most of the regression equafions
T - ara’difﬁcultvto faterpret. aThe'easiest, perhaps, is the one with 32 pl;r Y
%; . cent of the variance of total enrollment explained in selective private
¢ ~ schools. The rate of change in tmtion had an expeCted negative sign }nd
the level of tuition in 1974 gd an unemectetf p;osttive sign. Other variables ,
R were BOt signiﬂcant 'Ihis result can be interpreted to mean that the
“most‘ preetigious of the selective schools did best in the competmon for
students, at the expense of schools which ra.ised their tuition faster than’

the highly endowed institutions In the case of undergraduate student en-

rollment changes, the same two variables entered the equatlon, but explained /‘
. ~— !

-

only 23 per cent of,the variance
' Changes in total enrollment for the second select1v1ty group | ' .

g’ were explaine; to the extent of 27 per ‘cent by the changes in the tuition

rate, expenditures per standard undergraduate student (with an unexpected

. negative sign). and the subsidy per FTE, with the expeCted positive sign.

In-the case of undergraduate enrollment, subsidies per FTE expenditures
T J)er SUS both with expected signs, explai’n .24 of the variance The tu1t10n

. in the later. year .and the increase in the tuition rate (with the wrong sign)

- ‘add anbther 15 per cent to the explanation of ‘t.}p variance. Perhaps here/”

=

2w

PR too, slightly highd® quallty schools were able to attratt more undergraduates
N _ .
- "than the.average. .

2 i ) . .
. - . \¢}31 i

. . N .
’
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The R“ for the total enrcﬂ#ment of the third selecnvity greup

.
C he ]

is .28. The change in the rate of tuition 'is most important, and has the

—

expected negative sign, followed by tuition in 1974 (with m_(itiye sxgn),
. expenditure per SUS (negative) and expenditure per FTE. A much lower L]
. - explanatory equation for undergraduates only, only 18 per cent, has the )
’ - following variables: the rate &f change in tuition, -expenditure per standard
mdergraduate 'scudent, subgidy per FTE, and tuition in 1974, _
‘ —‘.' ) As tbe~selectivity fursher declines, 50 does the goodness of/t{?/
fit in the equation Total enrollment cha?s for the fourth selectivity
. group are explamed to tbe extent of 17 per cent, and for undergraduates only--13 |
‘per cent. For the total enrollmmt, taition growth, expenditure per SUS o,
(with the wrong sign) and subsidy enter in the equation. For undergrad es,
tultion growth expendiu!res, subsidy and tuition explain 13 per.cent off

-

variance ' .

No good explanations could be derived: for the private non—

selective group, even after all-graduate,“or divinity schools were excluded ‘
- from the population. Equally disappointmg Tesults were obtalned‘ for all

but a‘verage selectivity group Yor total enrollment change. There a respect-

able :.37 of ::ne s?.ariance was e)‘cplained'solely by the.subsidy per standakd .

und/ergraduate student, Somewnat but not significaiitly lower explanatory

;egies}sions could have been‘obtain'ed from the subsidy per \'F’I‘Esmdmt.

or lfvel of expenditure per FTE or stapndard undergraduale stud.lent, which

were all highly integcorrelated. . V S =

o
L]
«J




”  In summary, it woukl appear that in the prlvate sector the/
Jraté of lnc:kase jn tuition, rather than the absolute levels of fees charged, .
is signlﬁcant mexplainlng the luck of dlfferz schools in artracting students
In{be case of undergraduates 'fh'/e submdy (the difference between what is
paid and wha\tﬁprovided) does segm to affect fhe chances of schools to
attract studaits Within a homogeueous Lroup, schools with higher tumon,
and presumably with bet'ter reputauon{ d1d better than schools wnth lower
taition and presumably lesser reputations Only in the case of non- selectwe
schools (which presumably enrolled students in their 1mmed1ate surround-
: ’ . lng;tor some special groups) is some other\factor respéns’ible for their *

changes in enrollmeut. p

The bad results for the pyblic séctor are net surprising either.
. /

'
+

During the past five years,.a large nuinber of junior colleges were estab-
. s - J .

lished. The current model did not take this into consideration. 'Different

ofpubllcschools /- ‘ IR o

‘ =

3

'models will have to be buﬂt to explain rhe cl‘es in the raf§§ of enrollment .'




‘ « The Crisis” and the Situation of Students .
7 The uneven allocanon of resources beyéx instiwtions with

different ra’q of frowth has 1mpor!ant imphcanons for the students who
o Wtend institutions with different levels of selecnv1ty 'An a;talysm of re- -

" _ - . sources expended on students with instructional cbsts calculated per FTE
: A
. z

student, in msntutions wh;cb dld not lose or gained enrollments shows that

2 (1) In the private sector, bom institutions with above-
average selectivity and those with below-average
. o selectivity reduced their resources student in
R . real terms. Ouly in non-selective inst¥tutions was
- there an increase.in resources expended per studeft.

(2) In the public sector, institutions with average selec-

tivity also cut down on mstr.uctlonal Fosts in real ' \
L N terms. ‘. :
- : . ‘ o .o \
. All ‘the institutions with declining enrollments, except private
. highly selective stitutions, increased their resources per student, once

instructional costs are translated into dollars of constant value.

It is notable that highly_ selective ifistitutions in the private sector -

*

(far too féy'msqfutiops in the public sector reportedMgta to enable one to
éeneralizg about this group) kept the level of their resour almost:' constant - ’
' ( %erF’I'B The most giftéd students were neither spoiled nor skimped _oh. 11
| ‘A more precise mpasure .‘of')expenditures .per student, which
attempts to t;ake into consideration 'Ehe additional cos‘f of teaching graduate
. and professional students, provides' somewhat, but n'ot startlipgly‘, differ-

. . , r . l
ent rgsults. . Updergraduates in the pljivat/e/ector had fewer resources(

,’ expended on their ins.tr.uétion in schools with medium; average and below-

b .
j i N~




average selectivity, wl:;ichgamed enrollment Obviously these schools
v o s <

PO 'made an effort o keep up their rolls by increasing the proportion of
gradl?a.te and ptofessional students in their total enrollment
T A striking insight fhto the econorb.ics of the private sector .

'. can be gained by examining the propornon 9/ tuition to instructional costs
‘by FTE and SUS. With the exoeption of highly selective and non-selective l
scbools tuitton co/ers 75- 85 per cent of instructional costs per FTE stu-

\deﬁ( Both highly selective and non- selective (probably‘religiously spdn-

L

sored) schools coutent themselves with setting tuition to cover 15 or 20

L 3 [ ]

per cent less of their instructional costs. (See Table'22.) v
"’

Fromt

rom the point of view of the standard undergraduate student,
the pieture is very different. If our ca.lc‘:ulatims of the additional cost of

providing graduate @canon Are anywhere near accurate, undergraduate
. students in highly seleéuve schools in the private sector pay the total of .

their-own inarucaonal costs. 'I'l)ese in the ma;onty of schools with medi--
um and’ average selectivity subsidize graduate studies, since their tuition -
i8 higher than the estimated cost per 'undergradu/ste Only in schools with

be‘;w-average selectivvlty (includmg non- selective schools) are under- J*

. graduates subsidized. (See Teble 23.){‘ It i.s interesting to note that the
- schools which ,did not show any. decline in enrollment, and _t—h‘e schools

. . v « ‘.
which showed a small rate of decline in enrollment, virtually broke éven !

-, . on their 'mder_gr.aduate instruction. ngmhalf of the selectivity groups .
-, ' ' L ) . -~ —

, , made‘a praofit on mdergraduates who paid full tuition fees.




In the public sector, where guition is lower, the proportion
,;_which tuition covers .shows no very cl'ear trend when /he ratios are cal-
'culated on the basis of P'I‘E studeuts ’I‘he raxio of tuition to SUS cost,

»

though, indicates yéthe more selective schools pass on a higher propor-

tion of their oosts tcrtheir ‘undergraduates.

. It is als the public sector
that one-can see clearly that schools whose tuition agqmted f(? a higher .,

proportion of 1nstrucuona1 costs per SUS were most likely to lose students

’

No such clear trwd can be discerned in tbe private sector%

III. THE FINANCES O POSTSECONDARY SECTOR TO 1985

Many observers fear that the financ&s of -most colleges’ amd

F

R P

' uiversities will continue to be in disarray for the next decade:

progunosis is largeiy ):ased’upon the outlook for enrollments. ’
at roughly
the present level, while pessimists forecast sxgmficant Yeclines in the

project tliat the workload of collegés and universities /will- rem

courseofﬁ;enextfewyears ik !

While no one is certain about the levels df future enrollmalts,
there is general ag:reemen; ;hat the penéod of growth of the college and
| miveroi‘ty market is past,%anf tha; ghe‘wdrkload of coilegeg and Fniversities
18 likely to stabilize, or could deofline by as much as 15-20 per cent. The
consequences of §tabi1ity, not f° roention a'stu:inking market, naturall-y
worry \a;!mmis'trafors of individoal institutions. 'I‘hoy’ are not sure how

T

their institutions will be affeote&.:,Even in the course of the past few years,
6. . . *
when enrollménts increased more slowly than in the 1960's and ih some

N ) ’ ‘
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i inStitutions decliped draman@y. costs per student increased, and the

‘hlgher education is simulatlon -

kB R -

. &

' ‘tnsk of balancing expenditures and income became more difficult The

L
prospects of m ing college and university budgets during a period of

no growth or décline gives shivers to university presidents,
In the following pages, we prgent an analysis of the impact
of different levels of earollment on the finances of higher education. This

is followed } an exposition of policies Wthh may be desu'a.ble to preserve

-
“r-

the vlabillty of tbe highef education sector e

" Such analysis cannot be\ approached in a mechsnicnl, statistical

mamer. Past developments offer very little guide to thefuture because

in na period in recent history did higher education reach a steady é:ate,'

L] ’ -
and enrollment declines envisaged by pessimists have never occurred.

Thus, past txends/cafnnot be uséi mechanistically to project
e .

‘ X ] \
- futufe developments to 1985. Instead, the effect of stable or declin}ng,

- ” ~ ° bt . A
enrollments has to be estimated as it impacts upon different segments of .

" the higher education sector.” The only suitable tech?ique for estimating

the interaction of em'ollments. costs, and revenues on the finances of
o - - S £

*ﬂb

The results of any 51mulation are affected fundamentally by

the &rlylng assumptions regarding the behavior of the components

which eater the tnodel. The choice of these relationships. and their form,

predetermines the outcome of the exercise. Hence, it is extremely

lnporlhnt to explain how the estimates fed into the simulation model are

-
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derived, -especially since there is no cons /ensus about thé way costs or

revenues will behave

We have taken great pains to spell out the assumptions in

—

detail at the very outset of this study and describe in detail projection:s

of enrollments and costs. Also, in order to make the study as use(ml as
) o o3 “~ .
possible, we have chosen to simulate the revenues and expenditures of -

~

higher education using a variety of assumptions, some optimistic, and
. ) \ .
others on the pessimistic si@. 'I'Pe band between the pessimism and opti-

(%4 -

mism is based upon insights we gained in performing other a(lalyses of

past* developments in h1gher education, and while it may be narrower

- than that preferred by some writers, we believe it t&be realistic.
T ~ Pro;ections of Future Enrollments [

\ - Vv
An Lnustratidn of this approach and the reasoning which under-

lies it, is highlighted in the projections of en;ollments pre e,nteq below.

One is relatively optimistic Bbout;g’e demand for higher ucation, the

~ other is ndt. ,Based on past propﬁnsities to attend higher education insti-

L

tuitions, we estimate that the totd number of students will number 11.3 -

.

11.4 million students in both 1980 and 1985 (Table 24) This estlmate
for ytﬂger age groups was based on participation rates borrowed from

U. S. Bureau of the Census studies- Enrollment for older groups ages ~

/

- 24 and up,.were derived by tralding estimates of rebenLgrowth ln partici-

"

pation In adult postsecondary edueation, and the posmble impact of the
ool + -
end of Veteran's Benefits.
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“The resultmg Lgtimates were then allocated to different levels
of higher educangn Conagant proportlons of students, by age group, w_ere
allocated to undergraduate anclgraduate programs. j’he estimate of-total
undergraduate students was further subdivided between the pool of students
taklng degree -credit programs, and those enrolled in non-degree credit '
courses of snt This latter esnmate was borrowed from the NCES pro-

jectlons. ! B
| The high estimate of enroliments was derived by allocating
undergraduate degree ‘credit, non-degree ;:redit, and graduate and first

.protessiodal students into full and part-time categories using the estirnates

of the NCES. The shares of the public and private sectors in each of these

categories was kept constant throughout the penod an assumption sub-

_ 3tantiated by the past ten-year, trends (Table 25). The resulting projec-
tions anticipate slow growth in the public sector between 1974/75 and -

| 1979/80 from 5.9 million to 6.6 million FTE student(, and a leveling off

of enroliments durinig the next five years. In the private secter, enroll-

| ments are, e:q;ected to remain at the 1974 /75 levels between now and 1980,

i.e., 1.9 mi.llion FTE students and tq be. 100 thousand less in 1985
that an tncreaslng proportion of students will attend part-time, and that
. the share of part-time enrollments for degree credit undergraduates w1ll
A +

lncrease from the currentevel of 36-37 per cent of’ the total to 51 per

oent'. the attendance pattern of- noa- cf’egree students. The shadre of non-

degree Students attending part-time was estimated to increase 10 per, cent,

The low estimate of enroliment is predicated on the assumption )

g




""to 61 per cent of the total, ‘equal to that of géaduate students today. In -
the case of‘graduate and first profeesimal students, their share of part-
time enrollmgnt #as increased by 10 per, ceg, to 71 per cent of the total,
lin’propbrtion to the estimated increase in part-time at'tendanceof_non'.- .

‘degree students (Table 26) These eqrol.lmedts were theh translated .into
R . .

- SUS (’I‘able 27 )
The assumptious underlymg the low projections, -though fa1rly
. arbitrary, are not difficult to justify. ‘In the ﬁrst place, the share of
‘part -time students has been.growing faster than projected by NCBS In
the secoud place, there are sound ‘econornic reasons why the proportrou _
of part -time studeuts 18 likely to increase. As the fma.ncml returus from‘

‘ atteuding college for the average student decline, the ratzona.l response

for students is to reduce their investment in acquu;ing additional education

As long as their most important single component of cost is foregone in-

-

come, it would make sense for students to minimize- this compqé;lt and

attend part time . . ) *

- v ~ : §

Such a s‘nift in enrollmeut patterns wiH reduce the F’I‘E.load

of public institutions by 12 per cent trom the. high proj ections and that of
"private mstitutious by a little over 20 per cent _ These projections are
based on the assumptiou that both types of mstitutions keep the same share

"of market byftype of student\Qi cour /e if private ‘Lnstitutxons start com=- .. '

peting more actively for part- time studmts, their enrollments may be

L
e -
-~
- .
.

higherthan those in the low projection
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N . tes of Instructio‘nal Cos!s
“ As with enrolment projections, crucial assumpnons, or
r L choices, also must }[made about the behavtor of different components:
. ,
§ of costs in the future. ’I‘he most ‘difficult decis&awrelate

to the behavior of professional especially faculty, wages. - It will be re-
menbered that during each of e ten years ending with 1970,/ faculty
wages increased three per cent faster than the CPI. By contrast, in the
% five years ‘'which followed faculty wage increases lagged the CPI index
g gamsbyl lpercentayearontheaverage )

.

- . .- How wﬂl\w’}f faculty grow in the future? It can be argued

4 e’

e that professors have already taken a stable beating in Hving standards b

' - " and projections of large erosions of purchasing power are not warraﬁted

" for an- exercise designed to measure the extent of the possible financial

— 4 . crlsis of higher education It can also be argued tha?lwlth the plethora
of instruetional staff contlnuing unabated it is unreallstic to projecr wage
ﬁ&eases reﬂ;ctink conditions when facwity was in short supply . g

o , - aather than take an tmpopular position, we decided to present

,_..__3:.',' ’,‘,-& b:" ‘ ’ ,

i guaalteﬁﬁtlve eost estxmates based on different assumptions related to

_% . }’; »;_ '1‘ ©

- wgge dewe‘logmen‘ts The“ﬁrst, ang higher one, assumes that wages of
g

.y 'ﬂ ipeclmrs wlll lncrease élree per cent a year for each rank, or as fast as
prd;ﬁ)&ivityin a fast‘growing, full -émployment economy. The second

estl’qm;ep}aces the incresse in wages at 2.0 per cent a year, one- -half

:i?

a1y - - - -
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economy characterized’%igher unemployment levels.

.+ The rate of growth of clerical wages, other instructional and
' departmental research, and administrative costs,was.projected to increase

at 3.0 per cent for the fast-growth {#ull employment) economy, and 2.5

e - ' 7
per for the slower-growth model. Operation and maint%:ce expenses

line with

1

were allowed to g§ow 3.7 per cent faster than the pricé level,
past E'gnds. Finally, libréry expenses weré allowed ?"mcrease by 3.5
" per cen‘per year in the slow-growth ] i ion; and 5.0 per cent jn the fast-
« growth model. Ag:;n, these rates reall® ca).;i.y reflect past growth rateé .
- _ On the assumption tﬁat'réswrc;smé}‘standard undergraduate

student will remain constant, these assumptions were translated into  _
e:ti ted costs per SUS for five years of 13-14 per céit it;creages in con-
#* . “stapt dollars for%h%low-growth model, and a 17-18 per Eenx increase )
. _for Ehe high-groﬁ el. ten years,.endihg ‘with 1985, the coéis éfe_
pro?zs::ted to increase by 28 to 30 i:>er cent for the low, and 37 to 39 per
cent for the lzxigh l;rojection, for the public and private sectors respectively -

(Table 28). ' : . : ’ Y

=
’

9 In i;)rac:tice, total costs per student are likely to increase some-
what fag.t'er‘ t‘t’u’m'thes'e pi-ojectig/)ﬁy The near stag‘natior{br possible decline

" in enrollment will incrense the proportion of senior 'f{C’l.lltyi and adminis-
trators in ¢otal .émployment. Based on a simulation \of the rank d;stribution

= of the teac'fxing staff, estimates were prepared to také i{:t'p account these

develqithents. 'Sinbe roughly half of the total cost i8 accoimted for by this
- ]

» I4
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- type of personnel, the growth in real costs was 8eagequently increased by
one to two per cent for the public sector, and by gix-tenths to 3 per cent

for the private sector for the first five years, dep‘é}ding\ upbn the enroll- -
s

mem projectxon For the sum-total of ten years, "the mc?éase in cosgp |

from increasing seniority was from 2.5 t0 3.5 per /f?e public, & |

. from 2 to-4 per ceat for the private sector. 12 .

Alternative assumptions, which @ould have permitted the costs

in‘public schools with declining enrollments to rise considerably, could

have resulted i igher e diture rojections. For instance, +¥the budgets
Xpen proj A5

oaliP]ic schoo whicb were projected to lose students were not cut and

jyl:gpt ccpstah for the next 10 years, the total costs of the publlc sectcir ,

;

. could concexvably be some seven _per cent higher. 13
4 o “In the prive‘ate sector, only one assumption was made about / ..,} "
- rﬁets In the course of Maét five years, sehools with declining enroll-

ment, which had started with lower costs per student compared to schools

. . . :
which held their own or gained enrollment, have caught up @sts of
the more succesgsful schools, and so have their tumoh charges. It would-

be unrealistic Grproject that weak gchools could spend subswmnauy more,

. .

énd'cbarge much more, than schools which were more popular. Hence,
: el

the estimated outlay ‘fox: the private sec&or was built up on the basis of the
experience of strong schools , and it was ggsumed that they woulci impose
their levels of costd®nd tuition on the others.

Under the law projection, the enrotmrent in institutions which

%
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 for the private se?or. the spread between the costs in the private sector

.. . .
. i . . s .
e ., s 37 -
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managed to mc.reise tbeir enrollmentﬁ the past is projected to decline -
sughtly We adjdsted tbe costs per student by four per cent in 1980 af:i
1985 te allow for the increased cost of maintaining mcreasbd plant,
addition to the previous adj ustments for the seniority of the facoity.

o . Back ofthe enve estlmates. where it was ;ssumed that ‘ )
budgets of,schools losidg. enz'oltments would not decline in constant dollars,
so that they would be allowedto operate, increased outlays of 15 to 25 per
cent were the ones estimated “The budgets per student of some schools
with dequnmglenrollments would have to exceed by two-thirds those of
scboel,p where enrollments stayed at present levels. B

The resulting estimates of costs per standard undergraduate
N

) student and Fl"ﬁ eppear in Table 29 They are quite consistent w1th past

®

experience. 'Fbg costs per standazd undergraduate student are slightly
hjghel' ln t& p-rivate sector than in tﬁe public gector. under all assumptions,

ﬁand the costs per ﬁ9! tﬁ‘equivalent student qutte a bit higher, as tbe

proportlou of gﬁduate “undergraduate students in that sector is expected
»

ﬁ? ‘c = ! .

’1t is signiﬁcan that even witlﬂhe "stingy" increases projeCted

to tncrease 3

= ‘ . A . - , .
eltber on a-8US basls,uand especially on an FTE basis’ are likely to |

w!dul Tbts unless (1) the private sector either economizes on resources

e P . Ny
per sﬁuient. or (2') allows wages of its employees to Iag behind those in the

public sector, or (3) ﬁ resources devoted to graduate students its cost

s
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.
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structure wlll make in ittcrmingly difﬁcult for dteo compete with the
public sector A rangeof totgl cost éstimates .appears in Table 30,
“ \ Revenues .
Projections of revenues were prepared for (1) tultion, (2) state
\and local government appropriations, (3) student ald revenues, and (4)
endowment and Qm separately for the public an# private sectors .

‘ Re'gression.eduqtions__were fitted for data for the past 10 to 15

years. jtn'the tase of all itnportant' reveaue sources, simple regression
explained between 80 and 99 per cent of the variance, and thus produced
J " reliable forecasts on the qunmtion that support pattorns in the higher
education sector do not chanée drastically These resulting projections,
expressed in 1974/75 prices, are summarized below, 14 =
’ For instance, the R2 for the tuztion equation for both the public

[ 4

and private sectors, which explained the,level of tuition as a function of

per capita disposable income ~was .97 for the pﬁblic and .98 for the private

, sectors respectively. The tuition lévels fo'rec.ast by these equations, of

cm;se, depended on the growth level of the output of the ecc:nomy, and

in the case of the high growth GNP were $646 per FTE student in 1980 and

$747 in 1985 for the public, and $2,783 in 1980 and $3,244 in 1985 for the

) private sector. For the low-growth economy,, the tuition levels forecast —

were lower, 1.e., $620 and $703 for 1980 and 1985 for the public sector,

and $2, 665 and $3,042 f;r the same two years for the private sector. Thus,

both public and me sectqr tuitions—arg\projected to increase by 45 per
. . . . )
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A
. | cent within the next ten years under the high GNP a:;umptiou Under the
low GNP pro‘ectlons tuition rates, although rising less steeply, stil”
result in a widepmg dollar gap §etween public and private tuitions, Ijhe
ratio-between the two, which stood at slightly over 4.3~uk1974)75, will
re;ain at rwéhly that level under either assumpgion (Tablé:.'i.l)it /

. It should be noted, in addition, -that the share of tuition in
instructional expenditure is projected to grow from 16 to 49 per cent or
more of the total in the public sector and decline from 74 to less than 70
per cent of the total in the private sector

~ The variance explained by the regressfon equa/ri&: used to
forecast stata and local appropriations was much higher for the public,
as contrasted to the private sector. This is mckj, since these moneys
play a larger part in the finances of public schools. w&éstmmeé, on
“the basis of the equation that with a high GNP and high enrollment, $16
billion would be available for the public sector in 1980, and that this source

of funds would grow.to $2Q billion by 1985. ‘With low enrollment, the'reve-

nues are reduced by a billion. Another billion cgud be ‘shaved by low GNP -

and low enrollment in 1980 and $2 billion in 1985 {Table 32). State ang
local appropriations bave always played a much smaller role in the private
sector, and the amounts forecast for 1980 and 1985 were in n}ease greater

“~

than $435 million. . . ..

The best régression for student ajd funds channgiled through
institutions tied the amounts to the gross national product, an thad a
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respectable R2 of .83 and .86 for the public and private s&ctors respectively.

. F'or-th/e p’ublk: sector, the amounts forecast were $146 million in 1980 anij_
- $179 million In 1985 for the high GNP projection; and $139 million and $168

ful.uon for the low projection. Corresponding ﬁgures for the private sector
' (ln mllllongwere, for the hlghrpxgiection, 5256 and 5307 ln 1980 and 1985,
respecttvely, and $247 and $290 for the low GNP projection (Table 33).

The only disappointment in our simple regression equations

was the Torecast ef endowment and. gift income in the public sector. The
R2 of the equation was a mere .5.° By contrast, the same equanon ex- )
plained .98 of the variance for private institutions. Since endowment and
gift income pl.ays/a minor part‘in the ﬁnances -of public institutions, and
was forecast to oontribute less than one per cent of the total revenue in
most years, we decided not to look for better equations. By contrast, in
the private seaor, endowment and gifts contribute as much as a quarter
of the moneys devoted to ifstruction, and they were forecast to grow to: )

-

) between §2 .0 3%32'.1 billion, depending upon the growth of GNP (Table 34)/

Once the projections are summed, they indicate that the reve-
nues available for instrnct&in the public sector may be close to $19-20
billion in 1§80. depending upon the level of economic activity and enroll-
ment, and thoee of the private sestor may reach between $6.2 to $7.5
billion. Between 1ﬁo and 1985, the revenues are projected to /grow close
t0 20 per cent in real terms for the public and 15 per cent for the private

»
sector in constant dollars (Table 35).

s

i
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JThe Next 10 Years--The Parameters of Solvency |
"A comparison of eipendltures and outlays for the next té;l :
» years in the public eectéeavee'one wi‘th\ﬁl fairly optimistic feeling a.ba;t
the finances of that sector. For all four alternatives, belthighorlow
levels of enrollment, and hlgh or low growth, sufficxent resources seem
tqpe generated to pay for the instructienal costs of students in tfat part
of the h.lgher%ducatlm establishment. - ,

It should be Stressed, though, )Qa: the hatr -breadth balance
between the projections of expegditures and reven depends upon the
following crucial assumptlans (1) That states and locahties will continue

thelr pattern of support to the higher education sector If legislatures

decide todlg in their heels by allocating tite same prapomon of GNP to
h.lgber education institutions, sometime after 19&0 public collegee and

f
ugiversities will l;ave ta economize drastically (Table 39). (2) That drastic

economy measures will be taken to control the costs of institudons which

- : ~
lose students. Otherwise, as we mczloned above, costs could exceed dur
* estimates by as much as elght per , land either professional salaries

would be depressed or other resources per student would have to be

eeonoinlzed (3) That the relative losses of eamlggpawer of members 9.{/
mmmmth&yms not be made up, but thaefurther h

‘erosion of earnings relative to the average wages of the remaining popula-
tion be stopped. = -

- In the private sector, the balance between anticipated income
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P
and outlays is more el%ﬂc For fhe next five yearsl our proje&ims do
not an ipate an acoentuation of the overau penury of the private sector.
In that od unlegs the economy grows at a “fast rate, the private sector.,
willbe s ewed slightly if its enrollments remain at their y eat levels.
" In ten years, serious deﬁcita will materialize with high earoliment, and
* lower ones with fewer students.
- The following assumptions underlie all prdjections: (1) The
balance between 1975 and 1980 depends upon state and local authorities not
- cutting c'lovm‘the g.rowth of tPese moneys to the level af the incr?ase of the
GNP. '

(2)‘ If certain schools coutinue to increase their euéollments
"« at the expense of. other schools in the private sector, nearly ongesixth
- of the capacity with the high enrollment, and close to eue-ciuarter of the
capacity with the low enrollment will become redundant (and wil have to =
be withdrawn). Wh;athqr some private colleges and universities will élose,
or whether they will /just reduce their plant and equipment to the‘scale&
\thelr projected enroliments is not clear. in the long run, the schools with
_ declining earollment, as a group, will have to take drastic stré;s”to reduce
t'he numbersb(thelr faculty, probably by Bome 20 pe;r cent. In other

-«

words, the balance between revenue and\z\:penditures in the private sector

is predicated upon vigorous management cuts to reduce outlays in schools
,«/—’ where earoliment will continue to decline. This will be a tough pill to\




¥
(3) Finally, juEt like ifj the p;Jblic sector, we have not px‘y ~
vlded for a catch-up factor for the faculty. Their salaries were projected

o rise in concert with general productxvity

.4 A skeptiggl reader might also msh to queetion some of the

assu@tions about the growth of endowment and gifts income to the privaie
sector, especially if enrol,lmems'd;c}_ine there drasticaly. If endowments
and gifts income ts proportioual to thc; enrollment in that sector, the pro-
jected revenues under the low projection are overstated by a shade over
six per tent. The relative ease of the ;;rivate sector in catering to fewer
students could-be an musion; If th? e'coh.orny grows slowly, even the low
enrollment -projectipn revenue is not sufficient to support the projected
expenses in 1980. Irrespective of the growth.of the economy, if endow~
ment ;d gift ﬁwn&e is werestiﬁlaéed,_expeuditurgs and revenues of
the private sector will be sqriously:wt of ba.la;xce by 1985 (Tables 36 and 37).
"In sum;nary, if past trends hold we anticipate only minor

problems in the pu;Bc sector, and some financial problems after 1980
in the private sector. The rnaxnteuance of diverslry, another way of say.-
mg that not too many private schools will have to close, will remain a bot
topic for the next ten years, and especially during the 1980's.
IV. AN EVALUATION OF FINANCIAL CONDITIONS

Federal policy to meet the financia ‘of the ;;ostsecopd-

ary sector should be formulated in the context of a thfee-pronged analysis
along the following lines: (1) ﬁnénciél devel_cpmnents the whole of the

]
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public and prlvate sectors, (2) an’ analysie of schools which gained or lost
enrclimentg, and (3) recommendations for de*ng with the problems ’
the academics »ho are the real losers of the present penury.

financial conditions in the past. Recent eys by Bowen ‘and

~

ertd have documented the unreasy balance betweeu expeudituree\and )

revenues in the private sector. The two authors concluded that the dire
predictions which had been-made about the private schools’ impending e,
bankruptcy weré not coming true 'I‘bey also identified the fouowmg as

e

the princtpaJ sources of savings in pnvate schools: (1) keepmg the rate of

growth of professionals’ salaries below that of the general price level, -
and (2) working the existing faculty harder, both by reducing the faculty/
student ratio'and by expanding offerings by faculty members, whose num-

- bers are either constant or declining. . -’1 - -

. The travall of the public sector has been more spottily docw
meuted N:ws about the City of New York's difficulties and the tough
ceilings on spending in several states have made headhnes As a general
rule, states and localities have trxpd to reduce the rate of growth of sub- -

sidies to postsecondary institutions and have forced a large number of

" institutions to tighten their belts.16

L

A slr;mle bug dramatic way to measure the extent of the econ- 9
omies made, during the years 1971 to 1975 is td compare earlier projec-
tions with actual expenditures in 1974/75 We prepared such a ser&es of
projections” for 1975/76% years .ago, and we have re-estimated them

= L

-~
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for the academic year ending in 1\975 for this report. This shows that |,

] ,Q -
even if one uses the model which projected the lowest level of increase in
costs (the one which assumed that (1) professional wage levels were likely

to deteriorate in relation to average wages, and (2) that the econorn'y was

.. - : -
likely to grow at a relatively slow rate), the projected expéudn:ures exceed

i

the amounts actually spent.( .
) We estimate that public institutions spen; tfﬁ;?eﬁe per cent less

than projected, and private institutions four per cent less than projected

for them, By far the major part of the ' 'savings" was reélized by keeping

professiosal wages below p._ro;eued levels. We estimate that real wages °

in 1975 were seven per cent less than anticipated by our pessimistic pro-

jection Thus the total savings in the publlc sector came out of the pockets
of the professlonal and teaching staffs In the private sector, roughly
tlu'ee-quarters of the savings could be explained in the same way The
lion's share of the remaining savmgs came from lower real levels of ex-A‘.'
penditures on operation and maintenance. The use of other resources and
their proportions. remained relatively constant throughout the period.

\ ) The shqrt-fsll of resources which necessitated this policy of‘

professional wage restraint was caused by .the slov'ver-than-e:qiected growth -
: A ¢

of the economy. Receipts frdwm tuition, endowments and gifts, and state
approﬁriations were all reduced by the effects of the cun"ent recessic)n.

The level of tuition in both the public and private sectors is

14

musually highly correlated to the level of per capita disposable mcome.

'd

!
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. Since incomes were depressed by the recession, the level of tujtion was

set lower than it woulfl hake Jbeent under full‘ er;lployment. " We estirhate
“that public institutions Qould have ’cﬁ;rged $56,inore per FTE student. in

© . 1975 had there been full employment, and ?rlvate institutions could have
&mrged $140 more.. In that year, the increased.’tt'xlt;on c;ould ha‘ve'br’ought
$335 million more to the public sector and $282 )million more to the pri-

. vate sector. - ) . ’, ‘ - .

The income from enowment and gifts was also depressed by

: :the lower level of the grm national product. tn a full emf)loymeﬁt economy,

. public postsecondary institutions could have received an additional $20
million in endowment and gift ln@me, aund private institutions could have
received $140 r'pinion'm;)re. Assuming that the relationship between gross ' '
national product, enrol}lnént and state appropriations continued as in the

-~

past wyeafé, $2§O million more would have been apprépriated by states

for the public sector if there had beenno /teceeéim. The cr;gnbi.ned"costs

~ of the recession-were rougl'ﬂ)/é billion do}lars f(_)1: the pub/li;#acfﬁri?até;
. This Eddltional sum would have been sufficient to prevqlt pﬁ)-
fessional and lnstructlonal wages from Iagging behind the pnce level. of
course, under full employment, per capita personal incomes would have :
been Mgher—énd probably an additional billion dollars would t:iave been re-«-

qﬁir’ed to maintain proportionality between professofs' avefage gom'pensa-

" tion and average eémlngs . In other words, geﬁ in a full employment

- -




) ',5;' L = "‘ ) 47

‘h -t
v ‘—-‘_ .~ . P .
* .

- # . economz the average faculty member could have been expeCted to be com-
L~ paratively worse off in 1975 than in 1971 bﬁt he would not have lost actual

»

purchasingpower , h e _
 The balanoe between the public and private sector Pi-ojec;tions

j_"_"_.’ - oi' enroliments by sector presented in this study were based onpast trequ.
i’f"’*.f‘ - ’mesetrends arenotimmutable A number of reasons canbe,addncedto

. project either gains or losses by tbe priVate sector between now.and 1985.

U On tbe optimistic side, the slowdown if not,the virtual halt,

‘ of iw campuses established under pubiic auspices will remove some of _

. the pressure upon private instituaons On the pessimistic side, the ever-
| widening gap between public and private tuition will probably continue to
undermine me proportion of students going to p;;ivate schools . "

' Almough it may sound ‘s ‘an anathema to the representatives
of public school.s federal incentives to increase public tujtion levels may
i : not’be out.of place. . It Basic Opporttmity Grants were increased in such a

- way that a signiﬁcant portion, up to $1 000 a year, was reserved for the ‘

_ payment of tuition, the incentive to states to take atb/antage of this increased
T ‘money could be irresistible ‘Most dispassionate observers, wimess the -
. recent recommendations submitted tqthe N ]ersey State Department

e(,Educetion do bemoan the large subsidy to childrea of rich parents who

s

attend public schoois

- : n conclusion. it may be appropriate to stress that the segment

E]

of studegts traditionﬂly served by the private sector may be shrinking .
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' _ faster than total enrollment, Saine privéte, schools were either unab.lbe
pm: ime students'.

" or unwillingto make suitable arrangemeants to attract

ﬂ__; I ﬂle'condltions described bir the low enrollment projection do materialize

either thelr attitude will bave to change, or many schools will lose enroll-
| mentandsomewﬂlbeforcedtoclosetheirdoors It has been argued
| . that schools threat% extinction are located in areas where there ‘
is llttle oppormnity for part-time employment and that they have been -
" Victims of a trend." It is sy ested thafthey take some actjon to provide.

-time@s poss

down on full-time staff for clerical

<

maintenance and, perhaps, qtudent counselling endeavors, and cut up these .

jabﬂo make part -tifne earnmg q:portml;ies for their own students
; «The designing of attractive earn- whlle -you-learn' programs could wefl be
‘lemged by.the Fund fo,r Postsecondary Education Should the
studiés prove a success. the judicious use of work- study money could go '
-

a long way toward preserving smaller institutions - o i!""

L. We have shown below that if it is belleved desirable for the

relative wages of teachers to return to their former levels, mstitutional
atd. may be required terachieve this purpose. On the other hand, on€ coﬁuld
hrgue that the deterioration of wages of college teAchers could have the
:'positive effect of acting as a-signal to tial graduate students to stay
'away‘fmm school. One could butuesspkq-gument with the fact that

' ' most of the. deﬁcits in the private sector are caused by graduat,e students,
. * and that a.ld to fnstitutlons wﬂl not help undergraduates, the group to which .

«

-

J ' . o . . \_, .‘ Y

B9




most federal aid.is targeted. - ;
- Instimtia)al aid to postsecondary institutions seems more
‘s

justlﬁed if one is pessimistic about the ability of the economy to come

baek to full employment Our projections indicate that if there is light

at t:he end of the economic ‘nmnel, it-would appear\m federal institucional -
programs are less easy to advocate.

We h.ave searched our conscience at length, and have not come
« ¥

to a firm conclusion about the desirability of institutional aid. ‘On balance,

we have come out against it. If states and locaiities coatinue their subsidy

pol.icy, ther? will certainly be'enough money for the pubhc sector. Popular
.— k\schools ip the private sector also ought to make ends meet. Subsidies to

schools not able to take energetic enough action either to scale down ex-
penses,or attract more students’ are l.ikery to encourage proﬂigacy and
waste, and be disfunctional from an economic point of view.,

. Schools which gained or lost enrollment Our analysis has

- highlighted t:he fact that the offerings of the\school its location, its reputa-
tion, or some other factors that are difﬁcult to measure have affected

‘ recent growth or decline of schools These ine.ngibles are proba;bly
more important than the resources expended per student‘ tuition charges,

or @e tdo of .tuition to instructional costs -

+

It is mee at all clear wﬁether a change in taste or an increase

" in the state subsidies- 'to students who attend private’institutions was respon-
'aﬁle for the better- than -expected showing of some schools in the private

L
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.sector. - However, it is quite clear that the mc;éased acceptance of sub-
professiondl prepgration has benefitéd a numbér of public gector junior
colle;geé, whilc? 't,t;;well-pu.blicized surplus of teachers has hurt state in-

' stitutions which specialize in teacher-training. -

A TRe ‘most élgnfﬁcam finding in the analysis of ’échools which

gained or lost enrollment was that the schools whioh were rﬂost popular
.t _
with students did ndt gain fesources perstudent. On the other hand,

,

I

schools which could no longer attract the same number of studeats from
» . \ L
year to year did increase their resources. Either they were suffering

L)

RE diseconomies of scale; or they.could not cut"d-c;wn' their outl'ays fast
y enough. ’ o ¢

Aid to institutions yith declining enrollments is likély to weaken
those institutions which are popular wit}; st;ndeqt's. “In the public s_e&of,
where the allocations to the postsecondary, séc;tor are probably fixed in
the aggregate, sUpport to failing"insti]tutions reduceg the 'resoul,-ces avail-
able to the successful ones. States should realize that a bail-out 'o.f losers

e

“ in the public sg&or will adversely affect the private sector. - The ava'il,-
St Y
ability of places in highly subsidized schools With low. levels of enrollment

'is iikely to éztract students who would otherwise c_nrop in smaller priygte
. scﬁpols. - _ ’ .
( - It is equally difﬁculf to justify a program to save private e
s < schools y’hich to?ttract students, If this 'he'lp mac.le it po’ssibflg"for

them to lower th ir tuition below the level of other private schoolg, we

| O

»
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would be consciously encouraging stuents to choose schools with offerings
‘wbich they consider to be less economica.ﬂy viable than others. With
college gra@.mtee conpedng increasingly for profeesihral and other high-
status 1obs, specific preparation for the world of work is erly to b&tome
morepqmigr and traditional liberal arts colleges may have to widen

, their oﬂerlngs Trustees and adminis:ratore of private canpuses that

" continue to lose enrollment should seriously thinka either consoli
fhese schools and/or reorienting their offerings to specialties that are
'demanded by students E‘ any federal acuon is mdicated it is to encourage
me schools' self-study to adjust their mission in tomorrow's studait en-

_ .mllmqntpattem and the economy
Prc_i,lems of academics. The sympathy for the penury of post-_

#

eeconchry ingtitptions ezg:ressed in this reporttould ring false in the light
f the llmitecf.lm recommendatjons -above. The reader should not be

: deoeived by this apparem contradi.ction Others, beeidee us, have docu-
. :mented,r.he fact that Wons are coping with the crisis, ' but that
\acﬁemics are the real loeers '

.
'I‘herelslittle rel‘in sightforteaehers lnthe ﬁrstplace
theirbargaining position is poor. The well documented glut of Ph.D.'s \.’
reeﬁlted in excessive numbers of applicants for academic jobs in both
ll.lmanities and the hard sciences Administx’ators have discovered a new
' power over establisted acaderruce As ‘movement baween mstitutioti
\m{;ﬁq)ped the chances of loslng a valuable member of the faculty to =
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! another institutxon have been greatly reduced. In tius, Ad in futC\
E;E,-
ing.

| crises, it is likely that teachers will bear the brunt of the econo

e

- . The decline in teachers' earnings is likely to have deletenous '
*\Y effects.  In the shdrf n.u) if academic wages deteriorate in relation to
, average wages, we can expect some lowering of the quality of the faculty
in areas such as eoonornics, law and medicine, where teachers can easily

“awitch to employment in dther sectors. In the long run, this deterioration

s may become very'serious, if embittered professors unionize and wages
are set on the basis of seniority, rather than specialty.

-

The brunt of the burdea of the financial crises in academia

-

wm probably ‘continue to be borne by profeas\tonms Our projecnonsfin-

-
° dicate that under Certain cirCumsmnoes, teachers may continue to experi-

L4

ence a relative deterioraﬂ" of.their earmng levels to relieve the financial

—t

crmeh on tnstltutions

‘/ ~In all probabﬂit} administrators have not pusied teachere,
to the limit of their tolerance nor have they exhausted their options in

~ keeping cosrs down. For msmce, the elimmation of classes with low
- enroliments and the elimination of redtgtdant departmeuts has just begun
The opportunity to employ on~a part-time l)asts the large number of Ph.D.’s
"~ who have jobs outside of the‘l mic estabhshment, to teach part- time -
students at night, has not been fully exploited. This adjunct faculty is "

r"“‘_

" gmerauy badly paid, and does nOt receive any fringe benefits. With in-

creasing pr;oportm oi {hose enrolled attending oollege part- time, ti-us
e . ~

.’ ) ) t i $»
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opportunity to cut down on faculty costs does nt appear to be trivial.

'\ : The comsequent reduction of demand for full -time-faculty will

g

(.~

Vg

_ college tuition. . ) )

Wthehan&ofadm;nls}ommtheirnegouanonswimmimor e

indtvidmlhalltymembers 'Ibeextenttowhichtbesplrttefacadenﬁc

\

colle@hmylsllkelymbeaffeaedcannugegauged i

Hpollcy/ﬁik/ers share our concern about the academics’
losses in the economhg_/pecking arlr. special attention ought to be paid

to lnmrovmg conditions in the academic labor market. There are two ]
measures which could be suggested to this end: (1) providing a special fund

to make it ﬁ:esible for academlcs to retire early, both by matdnng funds ;
totheretirementﬁmdsand addxuonany, byprovidlng specia.l apprcprl ‘
ations to index their retirement benef“s to the coat of living, and (2) sub-
sidizing the fringes, if not the salaties of academics, in order to increase

the fugds that are availible for their salaries. Federal policy planners

should consider both a?osﬂbﬂiti of government funding for the retire-

ment benefits menti abovF and poesibly the funding of a special program

/

i o) relnburse academics for their medical costs or for their children's

-

Summary.

The. cqnparative penury of postsecondary institutions, which
’scribenmdymtheslowdpm inmeeo@ononucgmwthofmeu S.,

P
P e F

m not slgnlﬂcantly affected the nesmrces expended to educate students.
mrad as we have shown, there has been an tnc;reaslng misallocation of *
ruonrpes durmg the past ﬁve years, with the schools that attraCt more

@ ‘.‘
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' studeats having to make do with lggs, while the schools that lose students
4re spending more. In the next ten years, we believe that suffjeient funds
, willbe generated for a parsimonious operation of higher education.
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Footnotes
lRarl B. Cheit, The New Depression in Higher Educatiod: A Study of
e Cm%mr%dm%m*
35ee Appendix Tablé A-1
4See Appendix B. v

"SJoseph Froomkin et al., The Financial of the Post-Secondary
Sector, 1975 to 1950 (Washington: Joseph Froomkin Inc.,.1972)

6SeeAppeudGC.-

7 gmber of st'apdard undergraduate students was derived by using a .
eighted measure of FTE ‘enrollment at different levels of instruction
-and in different types of institutions.. The weighting-was as follows:

R

Public Universities

L?Sxer Pour-Year

o- Year : .
Private Universities 1.

Other Four-Year 1. - .

. Two-Year . -

Preé-Baccalaureate First Professional Graduate

<o ’ A [ . \'
8Froomkin, dp. cit. Also see Section IV .of this reporr.

%The comparisons for the 1970/71 to 1974/75 period are made more diffi- _
Cult not only by changes in the form, but alsoby the change in the defini~
tion of enrollments by type of institution. In 1973/74 NCES teasonably
decided to disaggregate satellite campuses from parent institutions. Thus,
‘Inistead of reporting four-year and two-year colleges as part of a parent
university system, these schools were reported in their appropriate cate-

- gories. For the sake of comparability, we have adjusted some financial
statistics, and labeled them as old aggregation, in the first, descriptive
chapter of the study. Since statistics on both bases were available in
1973/74, the ratios developed from that year's experience were applied to
1974/75, to derive estimates based on the old aggregation.
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#

In the second part of our study, we have used the original HBGIS data to
regroup all institutions in a consistent magper. Thus, all doctorate-
granting institutions are under the heading of universities. For certain
analyses, they have been disaggregated with divinity schools, service
schools, certain technical schools, and schools with medical schools
reported separately. Four-year schools include campuses which offer

a bachelor's or master's degree, and two- year schools those institutiong
~ with offerings generally below she bachelor 8. - .

IOSeeAppendixTableA B,

11 This statement is not strfCtly true. Slightly different changes in ratios
of full-time faculty for SUS were observed in different types of schools.
Only if one assumes that pay is related to benefits to studeats*can tins
statement be rationalized.

lzln estimating the composition of faculty by rank, it was assumed, first

of all, that the combined death and retirement rate for faculty would be
1.8 per cent per year. This is consisteat with esnmatee ‘derived by
Cartter (Allan M. Cartter and Robert L. Farrell, "Academic Labor
Market Projections and the Draft,'' The Economics and Financing of
Higher Education in the United Sgates (Washington: U.S.G.P U’! 1969,
p. 36I). It was further assumed that such deaths and renrements as did .
occur would be confined to the top two academic rank.s professors and
associate professors. Additionally, on the basis of HEGIS datg, estimates
were made of ,the number of promotions and lossgs at each academic rank
and for both public and private sectors for thg petiod.1970/71 to 1975/

- 76. These rdtes of promotion and loss were then used to estimate the

¢ rank distribution of faculty for 1980 and 1985, with estimates of total
faculty needed and new hires derived by assuming a constant faculty-
Sludent ratio to 1980 and 1985.

13

The estimates are based on the -assumption that the growth of each type
o§ schools (growing, declining less than 10 per cent, and declining more
thag 10 per cent) would be similar to the expenence of the past 5 years:

Gntlet s .,—_

Where G is the r e in enroliment for type of school i, t-1 is
the previous five- , and t is the period for the projections.
This- éllocation results in the follom‘mg projection:

4
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4 —\

(enrollment in thousands of F’I‘E) -~
. PRIVATE
.. T Low
.- - High Enrollment  Enrollment
' 1980 1985 - |
No Decline 962 1,112 1,203 889 945
Less Than 10 Per Cent Decline 493 457 397 365 312

Pt

f

Greater Than 10 Per Cent Decline 403 299 208 239 .163
' 1,857 1,868 1,808 ‘1,493,420

PUBLIC
No Decline 4,6305,524 5,775 4,8705,067 -
Less Than 10 Per Cent Decline 771 713 575 628 - S04

Greater Thap 10 Per Cent: Decline 494 370 248 326 216
. 5,895 6,807 9,598 5,8245,789

Taking FTE costs as of 1974/75 and newly projected enrollments,. the
figures cited in the text were derived.

1455 beth the high and low GNP projectioris, the following estimates of the
civilian labor force in 1980 and 1985 were used (figures are in thousands):
(1) 1980: 101,673 ’
(2) 1985; 108,602

These es%mates were taken from the Monthly Labor Review (Washington:
U.S.G.P December 1976), Table 3 page 7.

. For the high GNP projection, the following assumptions were made: -

(1) Productivity increase: 3 per cent per year
(2) Unemployment: 4 per cent.
(Q)Hoursperweek down 2percentperyear

)

For the low GNP projection, the followmg assumpnons were made
~ (1) Productivity: upZ S per cent per year. N -
(2) Unemploymnent: 6 per cent. -t
~ (3) Hours per week: down Zper cent per year.

Applying these growth rates to 1974-75 GNP, we obtained GNP estimates -

- (in 1974/73 prices) for the 1979/80 and 1984 /85 school years. Personal

‘and dispodable personal incomes were assumed to maintain the same -
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relationship to GNP as in the recent past. Thus, the following projections -
Lspo$e personal mcome were derived:

of gNP personal income, and d

GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT, PERSONAL INCOME AND DISPOSABLE
INCOME, ACTUAL 1974-1%5 AND HIGH AND L.OW PROJECTIONS

Total (billions of 1974/75 dollars)

Gross National Product
High
Low

Personal Income
‘High (.82)
Low ~—

Disposable lncome
High (.7)

1974/75  1979/80 198485
h 3
1,464.8" .
. 1,881.6  2,299.7
' 1,802.7  2,157.8
1,201.5
1,542.9  1,885.
1,478.2 1,769,
1,031.9 "
©1,317.1  1,609.8
1,265.9___ 1,510.5

Note For 1974/75 uses, GNP price deflator for G’NP and CPI as deflator
able personal ‘income.

for personal income and di
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4

154oward R. Bowen and W. John Minter, Private Higher Education:
Annual Reports on Financial and Educational Trends in the Private

ssocia-

16Garven Hudgins and lone Phillips, People's Colleges in Troubles A"
* Financial Profile of the Nation's State Universities and and -Grant

eges (vashington, 'D. C.: National Association of State Univer- -
sities and Land Grant Colleges, 1976). ‘g

] . . e
Jack Maggarrel, "State Appropriations Up 24 Pct. in Two Years, "

Chromicle of Higher Education (Washington, D. C.), Volume XIII,
m&mw. 9-11. _ *

- 14

17Froomkin, 135_ c_'tg. )
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ENROLLMENT, EXPENDITURES, AND REVENUES, 1970 - 1§75‘

A -

. .TABLE 1

( (Costs for FTE and SUS in §'s;
Aggregate Expenditure and Revenue Data in Millions of $'s)

.
hY

N \

Full-Time Equivalent Students (thousands)
Standard Undergraduate Students (thousands)

"I"otal Current Funds Revenues.

'Total Current Funds Expenditures
(1967 dollars)

Total Current Funds Expenditures/FTE
(1967 dollars)

Total Current Funds Expenditures/SUS
(1967 dollars) :

Instructional Costs
(1967 dollars)#

Instructional Costs/FTE
" (1967 dollgrs)

All Institutions -

2]

1970-1971

1971-1972  1972-1973° 1973-1974 1974-1975

—

. 6,793
8, 265

$24,021

$23,515
($18;,574)

$3,462
($2,735)

$2,838°
($2,242)

$13,282

($10, 320)

$1,955
($1,519)

(Ta

7,211
8,652

$26, 401

7,321
8,821

$28, 802

$25,717 ¥ $28, 6141

($19,322)

. $3,566 _

($2,679)

-t $2,972

($2,233) *

, 766
$10,873)

$2,048
($1,508)

. ($20,158)

$3,844

($2,754)

$3,190.
($2,285)

$16,186
($11, 335)

$2,211
($1,548)

-

7,329
9,137

7,887
9,572

. $31,927  $35,935

$30,916
($20,583)

$35, 301
($21, 486)

?~{;4,f66
($2,734) -

$4,476
($2,724)

$3,384
#.25)

$17,919
($11,727)

$3, 688
(32, 245)

$19,;93
($11,923)

$2,380
($1,558)

$2,510
($1,512)
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.1ns|:ruct£ona§ Costs/éUS P
(1967-dollars) v 4

: ‘I‘umon Reveﬁde/lnstructlonal Césts’
. Per Cent of Total Current Funds Expenditures

R;m%?mCmm'%-."v\

Auxiliary Ent riseg - -
- Q)eratloupnd intenance . -
. Hosplta]s 'f o ,

. Per Cent of Total Current Funds 'Revenues
Tuition

.. - Pederal Appropriat
A StateAppmpriati .
Auxiliary Enterpr laeL/
Servauapzqg;anu; v
HOBpRﬁls SR
. mer Service Progx’ams

Fees )

L

L

TABLE 1 (Cont'd)

3 =

All Institutions

/{

-

i 1970-1971

.1§71-197z-

1972-1973

VX’

1973-1974

- 1974-1975

$1 603
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.(81,283)
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TABLE 1 (Cont'd)..

Sources: National Center for Educational Sgatlstﬂ;, Fall Enrollment in Higher ‘Education (Washington:
U. S. G. P: O., relevant issues); National Cent

‘ _ or Educational Statistics, Financial Statistics of
- Institutions of Higher Education:, Current Funds, Revenues, and ditures (Washington: U.S. G. P, O.,

relevant issues); D. Kent.Halstead, Higher Education Prices and Price Indexes (Washington,
U.S..G.P. 0., 1975); D. Kent Halstead,

igher Education Prices and Price Indexes, 1975 Supplement
,(V(ashmgton: U.S.G.P.0., 1976); NQFS, unpublished

ditures and revenue data (1973-74 and 1974-75).
1974-75 Financial Data Estimates, sée Appendix ,
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L 3 .
TABLE 2
PRICE INDEXES RELEVANT TO HIGHER EDUCATION 1965-75
(1966-67 = 100) -

e .

. .' 1965-66 1969-70_ ©1970-71 © 1971-72

Higher Educatiod Price iIndex* - . 95.0 121.0 128.7 135.8
Consumer Price Index 97.2 114.7 120.7 125,1~ -

Higher Education Aggregate Expenditures Price fndex 95.4 119.5 126.6. __ 133.1

Public . v 954 119.7 126.9 . 1335

Private - 95.5 " 119.2 126.2 132.5

Research and Developmmt Price Index 94.7 119.3 . 126.3 133.0

- Operation and Maintenance Price Index ’ -- - 123.8 133.0

" Hospital Expenditures Price Index - ’ 94.6 121.0 129.1 135.2

~Auxiliary Enterprises Price lndex 97.0 116.4 s 4 120.4 125.2

Faculty Compensation Price Index 131.0 - - 137.0

& __ ;Expressed in terms of perceutage citange from previous year) 4

ngberEdmatim&icehdex "y 6:3 6.4 5.5

- Consumer Price iidex  : - - 7 4.2 . 5.2 g.b

— Higher&hmdonAgregateExpmdimesPﬂce Index - -- . 5.8 6.0 1

& ' -- 5.9 5.9 5.1

Private ' . -- 5.7 5.9 5.0

- ResenrchandDev Price Index -- 6.2 ” 5.9 5.3

" Opération and ce Price Index -- -= -- . 7.4

Hospital Expenditures Price Index T, e A 6.4 6.7 & 4.7

Auxiliary Price Index -- 4.6 3.4 4.0

Fecultyc ‘ Price lndex . , -- el == -- 4.6




TABLE 2 (Cont'd)

PRICE INDEXES RELEVANT TO HIGHER EDUCATION, 1965-75
: (1966 67 = 100)
K4

‘ . % Change
1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1970-75

Higher Education PriceJndex* 142.8 152.8 166.0 29.0
Consumer Price Index 130.0 141.6 157.4 30.4
Higher Education Aggregate P.xpmdinu'es Price Index 139.6 150.2 - 164.3
Public 140.0 . 150.5 ©164.5
Private : 138.9 149.6 164.0
Research and Development Price Index 139.1 148.1 162.
Operation and Maintenance Price Index 141.1 157.2 . 180.
Hoepital Expenditures Price index , 139.3 147.3 165.
. Auxiliary Enterprises Price Index 132.1 148.8 - 166.
Facalty Compensation Price Index 144.0 152.9 162.

~

\)oo-c-oswob\oo

BYREREYY

(Expressed in terms of percen ‘ change from previous year) - Average Yr.

=

e
7

HighgtEducationPricehdex
Consumer Price Index -
HmﬁducadonAggregme ExpendlturesPricelndex
Public
Private
Research and Development Price Index
Operation and Maintenance Price Index

Hospital Expenditures Price index
Price Index -
| thryaltupmesmz

'\1\100\1

-
A
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TABLE 2 (Cont d) '

PRICE INDEXES RELEVANT TO HIGHER EDUCATION, 1965 75
. (1966-67 = 100)

(Note: See Appendix B for notes on derivanon of aggregate expendxtur&e index, hospital expenditures index; faculty .

Compensation price index, auxiliary enterprised*index and operanon and maintenance price index. )

*Price index for educational and general expeuditures, exclti'ding organized research.

Soumes D Kent Ha.lstead ngber Bducation Prices and Price Indexes (Washmgton 'U.5.G.P. 0., 1975).

D’. Kent Halstead Higher Bducaﬁnn Prices and Price [ndexes 1975 Supplema:t (Wasl'ungton L.s. G .P.0.,
1976);

. . : t

- : 4
U. S. Department oigammrce, Sun‘ey of Current Business (Washiﬁgton, U.S.G.P.O., relevant issues).

.o L
D'i‘ o - = - (
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TABLE3

- o - (Costs for FTE and SUS in §'s;
: Aggreghte Expenditure and Revenue Data in Millions of $'8)

a«iROLLMEN.T, EXPENDITURES, AND REVENUES, 1970 - 1975

I
liw

' All Public Institutions ~ {_
L 1970-1971  1971-1972 ‘@972-1973  1973-1974 -1974-1975
. Pull-Time Equivalent Students (thousands) 4,992 5,385 /5,495  -5,677 ~ 5,995
Standard Undergraduate Students (th 5,863 . 6,227 6,375 6,620 . 6,983
Total Carrent Funds Revenyes 75 815,645 'SI7,211  $18,938  $21,37%6  $24,201.
* Total Current Funds Expeadirures ‘; $15,112 . $16,608 - $18,348  $20,493  $23,684
(1967 dollars) ($11,909)  (512,440) " ($13,106) ($13,617)  ($14.398)
, Tod(l Current Punds Expendinires/FTE $3,027 $3,084 $3,339 $3, 610 $3,951
' (1967 dollars) \ , (52.@) ($2,310) | ($2,385) ($2,399) ($2,402)
‘Total Curreat Funds Expmdlturee/sus , $2,57€  $2,667  $2,878 - $3,096 $3,392
(1967 dollars) ~ - , - . (82,032) ($1,998) ($2,056) ($2,057) ($2,068)
lstructional Costs $9,158 -  $10,515  $11,427  §12,731  $14,174
(1967 dollars) 3 ($77116) ($7,596) . (3$8,002) ($8,332) . ($8.539) )
_ Instructional Costs/FTE $1,835 31,916  $2,0800  $2,243  $2,364
(1967 dollars) ($1,426) ~ -($1,411) ($1,457)  ($1,468) ($1,424)
'79 | ’ ! ~
. ) 8J

'
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Sources: See'l‘able I )

TABLE 3 (Cont'd)

All Public Institutions

.99

' 1970-1971  1971-1972 - 1972-1973  1973-1974 1974-1975 -
) lnstructional Costs/SUS $1,562-  $1,656 $1,835 ° $1,997  “$2,030
(1967 dollars) - ($1,214)  ($1,219»  ($1,285)  ($1,307)  ($1,223)
Tultion Revenue/Instructiooal Costs 0.22 .  0.23 0.22 0.22 0.22
| . Per Cent of Total Gurreat Funds endltures : ’ '
i ' mstructional Costs B 60.6 . 62.1 62.3 62.1~— $9.¢°
Research . 8.8 8.2 8.3. 7.8 8.7
! Auxiliary Bnterprises - 11.8 11.5 11.0 10.8 10.7
’ (berationandMaintenance 7.6 7.8 7.9 8.4 9.3
Hoaptmls ' 3.6 3.8 3.8 . 4.3 4.9
Per Cent of Tocal Current Funds Revenues A i .
Tuition and Fees . 13.0 13.6 13.3 12.8 12.9
Federal Appropriations L7 3.0 3.2 3.2 3.2 - 3.2,
State Appropriations . 40.1 39.8 40.2 41.3 '43. 1
Auxiliary Enterprises 12.1 11.7 11.3 ¢ 10.3 10.7
_ Service Programs _ 5.8 6.0 5.9 6.3 7.8
" Hoepitals ) 3.3 3.6 3.6 4.1 4,7
= MerServicerg'rams 2 2.5 2.4 . 2.2 . 2.2 3.1
- . ; :
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. S . ' .- - TABLE4 - O
A ENROLLMENT BXPENDITURES _AND BEVENUES 1970 - 1975 .
N (Cosmiormandsusms'
: ©F - ¥ , Aggregaze Bxpeaditure and Revenue Data in Mlll;ons of 5'3)
. -  Public Universmes | . e
.:, . ‘ Oid Ag&reéathoﬂ ' - & New A/g_&regation
’ ... 1970-197M1  1971°1972. " 1972-1973 - 1973-1974 1974;1975  1973-1974  1974-1975
',ngmgms) T 1,944 %032 2 2,000 0 2,154 1683 1,730
SUS. Studau:g (1000's) " 2,719 . 2,786 . 2,79 2,925 3,005 2,387 ° 2,470 °
- ? . . - . . .
Revames . Y o$9,144 39,845 _.510,5_34 $11,884 “- - $9,382  $10,407
B ‘ } ve T . - - @ .
TutalCnrrentFunds SR s e 7 o , : T
. Expenditures - -« $8,928 $9,546  $10,328 - §11,481 _ $12,493 - $9,070 - $10,239
(1967dollars) o - (97,035), ,67,151) ($7,377) . ° ($7,629) Z-- (86, 027) ($6,224)
" Eipenditures/FTE =~ $4,593 . '$4,698 . - $5,108 $5,493 ¢ . $5,918

(1967 dollars) .- (83,619) | (83,519)° . (3600) (33,650 & 526) -<§§ 581) ($3,598)

|, Expgdiures/sus $3,426 $3,694" $3,025  .$4,116 °  $3,808 $4,145 -
%7 doltars)’ $2,566) - ' (§2,639) - (52,608 . (52,%2) ($2.525)" 525
ok !hstruaim:plCoets . L _ﬁf $5, 027 , $5.356 $5,938 . $6,467 $4,-?731‘§ ' $5,176
g (1965 doflers). s3.702) . (83,751) - (530886) - (53,896) - (53,109) (83,118).
: ‘83 ;‘~ . "‘ » . . 8_»; /
> o (" ’ -;.) ' . ' /‘ -




TABLE 4 (Cont'd)

.~ .« - Old Aggregation

New Aggregation

"

1970-1971  1971-1972

»

1972-1973 197%-1974  1974-1975

$2,474
($1,822)

' $2,368
($1,840) -

instr. Costs/FTE
. (1967 dollars)

$1,804

‘>;sn-. Cosc\s/SUSH - $1,693 )
($1,328)

7 (1967 dollars) - ($1,315)

Tuitjon Revenue/
‘1nstructhpu<:osti

s

T e
TR F. S
bt O Mot P, QD ps

- $%$1,916

0.256

1973-1974

$2,841 + $3,002
.($1,859)  ($1,808)

$2,030 , - $2,131
(51,329) = (51,284)

$2, 649
(%1, 855)

($1,342)

-,

~ 0.245

-

0v249 - 7.249

7

s

12.7. .
S § V. w
6.9

6.1
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9
4
6
6
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$2,823
(51,876)

$1,990
(31,302) .
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' . TABLE 5
ENROLLLENT EXPENDITURES, AND REVENUES, 1970 - 1975

(Coscsforv{aa;dSUSms' .
Aggregate Expendir:g:a and Revenue Data in Mllhons
. 1 B % Pmﬂic er Four- er Instmmons .

v

o

-
_Old Aggregation v New Aggregation

1970-1971  1971-1972 1972-1973 " 1973-1974  1974-1975  1973-1974 1974-1975 *

L o

1,635 1,739 1,790 1,741 1,807 2,076 2,155 !
1,957 2,085 2,166 2,144 2,241 - 2,594 2,718 © o
. “»

$424 $4,750 $5,30 85,870 $8,180 59,399 7

$4,087 $4,592 $5, 143 $5,647 . 7,872 $9, 234
($3,221) f$3.440) ($3,674) ($3.‘752) (5?.231) ($5.613)'

$2, 500 $2,641 $24873 $3,244 '$3,792  $4,285
(1967 dollars) . ($1,970) ($1,978) ,  ($2,052) ($2,155) . ($2,320) ($2,605) .

Bxpenditunes/SUS . $2,088  $2,20 $2,374 $2,634 .$3,035  $3,397
(1967 doﬂam) . (51.645)—‘5 ($1,649). ($1, 696) (%1, 750) ($2,017) - ($2,065)

. - ° ) ’ ” ' ! u‘
/ln‘strut:tioual Costs” ;82,7627 743,140 $3,582 $3,862 - - $4,309  $4,935  $5,521°
€1967 dollars) ¥s2,146) (52,312) . (32,508)  ($2.527)  (§2,596) (83,230 ¢53,326);

‘. ) 3
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TABLE 5 (Cont'd)

r

“  Old Aggregation ’ New Aggre‘Etion :
1970-1971 1971-1972 1972-1973 1973-1974 1974-1975 1923‘1974’ 1974-1975

fostr. Costs/FTE .~ $1, . $1,806 .- $2,001  $2,218  ‘$2,386  $2,377  $2,562

" (1967 dollars) 61, ) [ (1,330)  (SL40)  (51,452)  ($1,437)  (S1,536)  (S1,543) - «
_ Instr. Costs/SUS $1,411 . $1,506 "  $1,654 $1,801 - $1,923 . 1,902  $2,031
7 (1967 dollars) ($1,096). (s, 109) ($1,158) (81,179) ($1,158) ($},245) (31, 223)

" Tuition Revenue/ - ‘ . o '
- Instructional Costs 0.221 0.224 ' 0.222 ©0.213 0.217 6.211 ° 6.215

9, of Total Current
Funds Expenditures
Instr. Costs
—~ ——--Research — ~ =

- Aux. Enterprises , _
- Op. and Mainr,
. Hosp .

. % of Total Current

- Funds Revenues
‘TUMNMVGQS/\ 14
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- | TABLE6 -, - (
p ' ENROLLMENT, E)'(PENDITURES, AND RBVENUES, 1970 - 1975
o (Costs for, ETE and SUS.in §'s;
= Aggregate Expendxture apd Revénue Data in Millions of ' s)
N ’ . '~ Public Two-Year Insntunons X ' o )
. “. s ¢ R " . . - . -

Cld Aggfggation

Le A

New Aggnegation

y . 1970-1971 1973-1974

1974-1975

1971-1972  1972-1973 1974-1975  1973-1974
FTE Stdents (000'5) 1413 1,614 - LesZ T+ 1,846 2,082 1,918, 2,110
' SUS Stdents (1000's) 1,187 1,35 . 1,413 ° 1,551 1,907 1,611 1,772
Total Current Funds ' Ceaderg | ) ) .,\ : . '
Revenues © 82,266 .- '$25616.  $3,052 v $3,621 $3,810 $4,395
ce A e . \& :
TutalCurrentFunds - . g } - o A o
Expenditures * $2,097 2,472 $2,877 . $3,365 . . . --- - $3,552 $4,210
(1967 dollars) ($1,652) (51 352) (52.055)‘ ($2,236) . --- ($2,360) (82,559)
* Expeud " §1,488  §l, 532”' $t,710 - $1,823 - --- N $1,852 $1,995
(1967 anllars) .(31,169) ,  ($1,148) (51 21)° . ($1,211) (51,231) ($1,213)
| Expenditures/SUS $1,767 ¥ $1,823 . $2,0% $2,1700 * . --- $2,205  -$2,376 -
| (1967 dollars) T6LY) (5136, (S1,454) ($1,442) - ao-o ~ (S1,465) (S, 444)
lnstrucﬂmal Costs _  $1,793 $2,148 . $2,489 /o ,931 3,398 $3,045 $3,477
(1967 dolfars) ($1,393) .~ ($1,582%  ($1,743) + (sL,918)  “(s2,047) - (52}023)  (s2.114)
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TABLE 6 (Cont'd)

r . s »
‘ .

-

—~

kg Y Y ?

3 - ¢

’ Old Aggregation New Aggregation
‘ . . ST . 1970-1971° 1971-1975 1972.-197V3 1973-1974  1974-1975 1973-1974 1974-1975
. L - . - . I 3 v 3 X .
_lnstr: Costs/FTE. $1;269 $1,331 $1,480 $1,588 31,672 $1,588 ~  SI, 648
\ - (1967 dollars) ($986) . ($980) (511,036) ($I,Q39) ($1,007) (%1,039) ($993)
Jnstr, Costs/SUS T O$1,5H . $1,584 $1,762 $1,890 $1,991 $1,890  S1,062
(1967 dollars) (51,178 (81,166)  (S1,234) (51,237)*  ($1,19)  5(S1,237)  fSl,181) -
. - . : /
’I‘uxtion Revenue/ - -t ' . .
instructiogal Comts 0.16 - 0.16 0.1 0.16 ---- 0.47 . 0.17
- M ® ’ ~ R i ) ~J
'} of’Total Curgent . s ‘ . ’ bt
lunds Bxpenditures _ ¥ ' . -
* Instr. Costs - 85.5 86.9. . 86.5 87.1 .- 85.7 82.6 .
Regearch - . 0.1 - 0,2 0.1 0.1 ---~ 0.1, 0.1
- Aux. Enterprises - 6.5 5.9 5.7 5.9 MR 6.1 6.0
. Ops énd Maint. . 9.4 -10.1 - 10.0 ~ 10.4 re——-- 10.4 10.4
' Hoepitals " 0.0 ... 0.0 0.0 tr - i-- tro. © 0.0,
yof’rotal Curreat - . . s r
t?unds Revenues LT . - ' : >
_Tuition and Fees -~ 13 - 13, 13 12,8 a-ee- 133 %s.
. 4.0 3,9 . 2.5
© 42,8 ' . -ee- 4278 44.0.
5.6 5.8 5.9 .
T - 1 ---- r tr 1
o ---- tr tr
. K - I ---- tr tr -
. . ‘ ! \~ '.‘ t"q .
/. .

~
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ENROLLMENT, EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES 1* 1975

TABLE 7

(Costs for FTE and SUS in §'s;

Aggregate Expenditure and Revenue Data in Millio'ns of $'s) -

E

* All Private hstitutions 7

| 1970-1971  1971-1972  1972-1973  1973-1974 1974-1975 = - -]

Full-Time Equivalent Students (thousands) 1,802 . 1,826 1,827 1,852 1,892
Standard Undergraduate Students (thousands) 2,402 . 2,425 2,446 2,517 .. 2,589
Total Current Funds Revenues $8,377 . $9,190  $9,864  $10,552 - $11,617 g
Total Current Funds Expenditures . $8,403 - $$9,111 $9,795  $10,422°  §$11,733

(1967 dollars) { ($6,658)  ($6.876)  ($7.052)  ($6,967)  (57.084)
Total Current Funds Expendltures/FTE T $4,663 $4,990 $5,361 ¥ $5,627 - . $6,140

(1967 dollars) - . ($3;695)  ($3,766) . ($3.860) (%3, 76 (83,744)
Total Cyrrent Eun\cle Expendxmres/SUS 33.'506 $3,757 /$4,004 $4 141 $4, 487 A

(1967 dotiars) @2,778) | (32,835)  ($2,883) (82,768)  (52,736)
Instructional Costs ° . %4, 124’ $4,451  $4,759 $5,188 $5,619

(1967-dollars) e ($3,204)  ($3,278) > ($3,333)  ($3,395) (53, 385)
jnstructional Costs/P’I‘Ei.‘ Lo $2,289 $2,;438'  $2,605  .$2,301 '$3,970

(1967 dollars)- . we  (BL,779)  (31,795),° (51 824)  (51,833) ¢ ($1,789).

g6
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‘Insttuctional Costs /SUS
(1967 dollars) )
- ’ v
Tuition Revenue/lnstucnonal Costs‘

. . InsfPuctional Costs
- - - Research ! |
‘ -Auxiliary.Enterprises
< Operation and Mamtenance

i Per Cent of Total Current Funds Revenues

e Tuition and Fees -
Federal Appropriations
State Appropriations ] -
Auxiliary Enterprises ' ‘

) & ~ Service Programs- )
NG ) Hospitals
N - Other SerVice Programs

- t

# _ Source: 'SeeTable 1.

Per Cent qf TOtal'Current Funds Expﬁndxtures

‘Hospitals = : .

W
v )

L] . B
. - A B
,/ »
L ¥
TABLE-7 (Cont'd)
‘ All Private Institutions
1970-197F  4971-1972 1972-1973  19%3-1974  1974-1975
$E920 91,885 . $1,946 52,061 $2,170
($1,336)  (513385) ~ ($1,401)  (51,378)  (51.307) -
0.73 0.74 . '0.74 . 0.73 0.75.
‘ ' : . v ;
o - ”
49.1 18.9 9 48.6 498 48.4
", 106 12.2 -0 8.6 9.6
14.4 15,9 g:e 13.3 13.3
7.1 < 7A 7.1 7.5 7.5 N
v 3.5 4. 4.9 5.3 8.5
5.9 . 35.7 35.7 - .36.0 36.1
WS L3 L6 1.7 1:2 «
1.2 . 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.4
148 14.1 13.6 13.4 13.2 ©
8.9 . 10.1 11.1 " 10.6 16.1 .
2 3.6 4.2 ¢5.0 . 5.3 8.9 -
5.3 5.9 6.2 5.3 7.2
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FTE S'tudents (1000'.5)
SUS Students (1000's)

. Total Current Funds
Revenues ‘

| . *osal Current Funds
" Expenditures
(1967 dollars)
Expenditures/FTE
(1967 dollars)

Expenditures /SUS
"~ (1967 dollars)

« .Instructional Costs
( 1967: dollars)

TABLE 8 '

. ’

ENROLLME\IT .EXPENDITURES AND REVB\IUES 1970 - 1975

v (Costs for FTE and SUS in $'s;
Aggregate Expenditure and Revenue Data in Vllhons of 3's)

» T,

Private Umversmes

- i . A
Oid Aggief%atim ’ New Aggregation ' R
. - . ° ' . o
1970-1971  1971-1972  1972-1973 " 1973-1974 = 1974-1975 1973-1974 19741975
¢ [ 4 P ’ ' d
574 572 572 572 583 551 ag
972 961 968 980 994 942 9
$4,147 4,496 $4;770 $5, 101 $4,933 $5,528
$4,184 $4,469 . $4,780 $5,051 —-- , $4,882 . $5,476
-~ ($3,315) ¢ (83,373) (83, 441) (33,376) s b (33,263)  ($3,339)
$7,289 $7,813 $8, 339 $8,918- $8, 860 $9,726
. ($5,776) ($5,897) ($6, 004) . ($5.96J) --- ($5,922) (%5, 930)
$4,305 $4, 650 $4,938 $5,154 $5,237 $5, 686
. ($3,411) ($3,509) %3,555) (%3, 445) --= ($3,501) ($3,467)
$1,707° AL,832  $1,910 52,066 52,320 1,960 62,204
($1,32%) ($1,349) ($1, 338) (31,352) ($1,398) ($1.2{33) ($1,328)
' 100
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TABLE 8 (Cont'd)

y,

(1967 dollars)

Tuition Revenue/ .
Instructional Costs

A4

0.65.

¥, of Total Current
Funds Expenditures
., Instr. Costs
Research
Aux. Enterprises
. Op. 'and Maint.
'Hospitals
[ 4 :

anSES

. G Ob k= W 0o

. 9f Total Current
*  Fundy Revenues .,
Tuition and Fees "2
- Federal Approp.
State Approp.
Aux.. Enterpris¢s
- Service Programs 11.
Hospitals
":L Other -

CERIC

o

NG \D e
LB N0 O N

3 [

IToxt Provided by ERI

($1,364)  ($1,404)

*e
[

(s1, $82) -

0.66 0.68 0.68
|
41.0 40.0 , 409 .
17:8 15.5 15.0
10.0 9.8 10.0
5.9 5.9 6.4
5.3 6.1 6.7
- 26.8: 27.3 27.6
1.5 1.6 1.9
1.8 ' 1.8 2.2
9.6 9.5 9.5
12.1 142 . 13.4
5.4 , - 6.3 ' ‘6.8
6.7 -7.9 6.6

1]

{

- . , .
* - . ) Old Aggregation New A t

L | P ‘ Ok ggregat ' — ggregation

. - 1970-1971F 1971-1972 . 1972-1973  1973-1974  1974-1975  1973-1974  1974-1975

Instr. Costs/FTE " $2,974 . $3,203 $3,339 - $3,612 . 3,979 $3,557  $3,915

- (1967 dollars). - ($2,311)  ($2,359) °  ($2.338) (52,414)  (52,426) %(52,328) (52, 358)

Instr. Costs/SUS $1,756  $1,906..  $1,973 $2,108 52,334 52,081 42,280 . -

*(81,380)  ($1,406)  (51,362) 7 (51,379)

- - -

.....

‘0
0.70 0.69 .
‘ ) ~J
>
4071 40.2
14.7 16.4
. 10.1 10.0
6.3 $.2
6.9 115
5
27.7 ©27.6.
17 1.2
1.3 1.3 -
9.6 9:7
13.9 20.1 ,
7.0 12.1 [oi
6.9 & 8.0 >




A

.0

r S ,. ~ TABLE 9

SR ENROLLMENT, EXPENDITURES, AND RBVENUES, 1970 - 1975

(Costs for FTE and SUS in$'s;
Aggregate Expenditune and Revenue Data in ‘vhlhons of §'s)

.Private Other Four- Year ln,sntutxons

D
—

‘;0-.-5—«‘; ~ ' ’ ) ’

a - L, Old Aggregation - ___New Aggregation -

- 197041971 ,1971-1972  1972-1973  1973-1974 1974-1975 1973-1974  1974-1975

F’I‘ESerncg (}000 8) L. 118 1;144 1,151 . . 1,170 1,205 1,186 1,216
SUS Stdents (1000's) © 1,338 - 1,372 .1, 391 . 71,445 1,506 . 1,472 1,528
’i’otalCurrent,Funds - Coe e ' . . i ‘ o |
,Reveuueg - - $3,990 . $4,445 ° $4,838 $5,166 $5,325 . 55,904
Toral Current Funds g g ’ | " S ' . :
Expenditures .- $3,986 $4,396 &4 765 $5,098 = ._--- ' 85,258 $5, 845
(1967 dollars) ($3,158) ($3,318) - ($3 431) (83, 408) (33,515)  (33,564)
Ezq)eudltures/F’I'E > $3,567 7 $3,844 _ 54,140 - $4,357 '.;4';'433 - $4,807
(!867 dollars) , . ($2,826) ($2,901) ($2,981) v ($2,912) - - ean ($2,963) ($2,931)
Expudlmi-ea/sus ‘ $2.97§ . ~$3,204 $3,426 ©$3,528 . - '53,'5'72; $3,825
(1967 douars), ($2, 361) ($2,418) .(sz 467) ($2,358) LmeE ($2,388) ($2,332)

- Instruulonal . $2,272 $2,461 - '$2, 683 - . $2,934 $3,094 . 43,032 - $3,205 -

(l967"doltars) ($1,765) = ($1,812) . ($1,932) .($1,920) ($1,864) . ($1,984)  ($1,931)
103 . ¢ - : .. 8 -+ 104
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L " TABLE 9 (Cont'd)
\ ' oo i | ’
e ‘ P X __ Old Aggregation ( Id Aj’ " New Aggregation
s ,+ 1970-1971 * 1971-1972 ° 1972-1973 . 1973-14 1974-1975  1973-1974  1974-1975
[ N L - ) g . M
. Instr. Costs/FTE y .-~ $2,032  $€2,151 ~  $2,331 .  $2,508 $2,568  $2,556 ~ .  $2,636
®.(1967 dollars) [ *  ($1,579) (81, 584) ¢ (51,632) [ (51,641)  (31,547)  (§1,673)  (S1,588) .
.0 _ \ ; ’ ' . [ ! ’
Instr. Costs/SUS \ ~ ~ $1,698 51,794 51,929 $2,030"" - $2,054 $2,060 = $2,098 |
(1967 dollars) (81,319) ($1,321) - ($1,351) (51,329) ~ ($1,237) -~ (51,348) “ (51,264) : ‘
‘_Tu_i'tion Revenue/ ' . 7 _ T . s
Instructional Costs ©0.78 0.79. . 0.78 4 ' 0.78 ©-0.80 0.75 -, 0.79 .
S . » . ) . S o < : ~
. @ of Total Current o & o ’& - 3
[inds Expenditures - - S T | L
Instr. Costs 57.0 . 56.0 56.3 57.6 - 57.6 54.8
Research’ . 3.0 . 2.9 2.9 2.8 ---- 3.4 3.4,
Aux. Entetprises 18.5 17.6 16.8 16.8 ---- 16.4 16.1
Op. and Maint. -8.2 8.1 8.2 8.4 8.4 8.5
Hoepitals 1.8 3.1 3.9 4.2 4.1 6.0 .°
%ofTot.alCurrent- . S _ Do o T ' :
,[Funds Revenues ‘ - : _— ﬁ'
. Tuition and Fees ' 44.5. = 43.9 43.2 - 43.5 42.8 43.1 A
Federal. Approp. 1.0 1.1 - 1.6 . 1.5 Ce-to 1.6 1.1
State. Approp~_ '~ 0.7 0.9 1.1. 1.5 2.3 1.4 -
" Aux. Enterprises . 19.2 | 18.1 17.2 16.8 S 16.5 - 16.2 :
Service Programg -~ - 6.4 " 8.6 8.7 8.5 LTI 8.2 13.1 ‘
Hogplta[g - 1.9 3.2 o 3.9 4.2 ---- 4 6.3
i-o5 Tt as 5.4 .. 48 4.3 4 6.8 1,
e
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P . " . TABLE 10
~~ EANROLLMENT, EXPE\IDFTURES AND REVENL’ES W70 - 1975
¢ .. . ‘ . L (Costs for FTE and SUS in $'s;
.Aggregate Expenditure and -Revenue Data in MllIlOﬂS of $ 5)
Private Two- Year Lnstltut'l‘pns
1] j .
®- ' . N ) T, P
o ( | Old Aggrégation-

o

New Aggregarion

, 1973-1974*  1974-i975

. 1973-1974

. | 1970-1971  1971-1972 - 1972-1973 »1574-1975
- FTE.Students (1000's) " 109 % 110 103 7109 106 7 114 113
y” . SUS Students (1000's) - 92 . 92  r 87 & 92 89 . 96 95
e i - - . ° . .. - S
. Total Current Funds - ‘ /7 '
. Revenues $240 $249 $255 . $284 ' --- © $293 $301, -
- Tetal Curfent Funds R . o =g
. Expenditures . $232 $243 $250 $273 S © $282 © $296
(1967 dollars). * . . - ($184) (5183)  °($180) . ($182) ---0 (5189 ($180)
Expendifures/FTE $2,128 32,209 $2,427 $2, 606 e 82,478 - $2,610° 7
(1967 dollats). ($1,686) * (91,667) ($1,747) ($1,742) ($1,654) ‘;1 ,597) .
“_ Expenditures/SUS $2,522 . $2,641 52,874, $3,087 -5 s $2,938 $3,116
(1967 dollars) (51.998) ($1,993)" - ' ($2,069) - ($2,064) _ ;f_--- (52.9634)' (81, 900)
‘Instructionsl Costs . 3§45 . $I1S8  §166 $IB6 ¢ L o-o . . g196 ™ s21p. .
- (l%{dollars) (s113) ($116) $116) ©($12) . --.  (s128) (812) -
RT3 | L 10S .
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- ' o~ : » TABLE 10 (Cont'd)

; « T e
BN ( - ; Old Aggregation R New Aggregatjon
o 1970-1971 '971-19723 1972-1973  1973-1974 "1974-1975 -1973-1974  1974-1975
" Instr.  Costs/FTE $1;330 ©  §3,436 - $1,812 "'$1,934 - 1,719 $1, 858
(1967 dolla.rs) ($1,033) (31, 057) ($1,129) ($1,165)  ($1, 125» ($1,119),
Instr. ,costs/sus 7 51,576 s1, 717 . $1,908 ¢ - $2,043 $2, 303 $2,042 . $2,211
- (1967 dollars) “9L225) (81, 264) '(51,336) (31,337)  .($1,387) ($1,336) ($1%332) :
Tuitioh Revenue/ . - | E - , - ‘
lnstructional Costs - .0.83 . 079 - . 076 .  0.77 0,74 | 0. % 0.77 -
S i | i , .
. %of Total Current. . « ‘ . . S
:—‘_ - Fundﬂ Expmdi . . . . . . . » . -~
" Instr. Costs 62.5 - = 65.0 . 66.4 68.9 -9 05 g
Research . 0.4. 0.4 & 0.4 0.4 - . 0.4 - 0.3
Aux. Enterprises 22/ 21.0 19.6 - 18.3 = 7 ---- 177 17,9 )
Op: and Maint. 11,6 11.1 11.2 11.4 11.7 11.6
Hospitals 0:0- . Q0.  -0.0 . 0.0 e 0.0 0.0
% of Total Current . o ' o §
.. Funds Reven®s . . - ' : ) o
ition and Pees . 50.0 5012 49.4 51.0 52.6 54,4
ederal Approp. 1.7 Q_}o/ 2.4 1.8 1.7 1.0 ¢
— State Approp. -, 04 .8 1.2 1.4 ---- 1.4 1.4
Aux. Enterptises '26.3 4 24.0 22,7 20.4 - 19.8 20.3
.. Service Programs, -tr tr tr tr 6 tr 1.7 \
Ho;pua,ts .. 0.0 0.0 ° .00 ~ 0.0 0 - 0.0 0.011"
10-, . tr . 'ti," tr- T - tr tr . ) 1.7llu

.a,r,, .- .
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/\ FZH.,/ STUDENT ENROLLMENT AND NUMBER OF CAMPUSES, BY
’ BNROLLMENT CHANGE AND CONTROL ;- 1970- 71 -

7 .
. TABLE 11

. . 4
(students in thousands) ) . .

’

Students . ‘ o Campuses _
7 of 7 of — %ol Fof
FTE's %of - |Al All B All All
(10§0's) Total lic Private =~ Number Total Public Private

. No FTE Decline, 1970 75 ' , :
_ Publc 3,343 54.0 73.2 : 899 35.5 73.7
* Private’ ° s . U798 12,9 -, ) '681 . 27.2 --

Less'ﬂxanlt)%F’l‘E Decline S ' .
Public. -~ - 111 15.0 147 12.2
Private . 2. 206 82 --

Greater Than lm Decline
*-  PFiblic -
" Private

- - )

B

Total Public 4,570 .73.8

~ Total Private. 1,620 26.2
6,190 100.0

4

F " . -
Source: Special tabulations from HEGIS file.

/




TABLE12 .-

FTE STUDENT ENROLLMENT CHANGE AND
- \C(NTROL 1970 75

i f ‘(students in- tpqusands)

o et loars Zigrgrs
NoDecline ™ ° % * 4,141 - a.ézz 15,061 4,304

PUBE . T 37343 2871 4,115 3,53

'Private 798 651 . 946 765

Less Than 10% Decline = 1,077 -~ 997 1,031 955 *

" Public . 684 . | 656 . 657 - 630
Private T 393 341 - 374 324

. . } t . - oo I t.ﬁ'

»More'!tan 10% Decline . 972 874 . 753 . - -681
Public . . 543 519 - - .,430 410 /
Privaté, = . .- 429 855 . 824 271

-,

‘Total Public . 4,570 4,046 5,202 4,579

R - . L
" Total Private; ~ - 1,620 1,347 1,644 1,360

) ' : ¢ .7 .2
~ Total ' . 6,190 5,392 - 6,846 5,94 .

&

lAll- institutions wtuch reported enrollment for every year of the 1970-75
penod ) , 8 . .

All institis{ons which reported enrollment and instructtonal exyenditures
for every year of 1970?75 period e

—-

. N . . \
Sou‘u‘-oe: Special tabulations from HEGIS data.

h




B ~ \TABLE 13°

’I‘UI_TId\J REVENUE PER FTE sTUDENT. BY BNROLLMENT CHANGE AND CONTROL‘ 1970 - 1975

. . . LA
I . .
. - ‘

. (Current Dollars in Thousands)

..
K}
R
\! s : P

1970 - 1971 1971-1972 19721973 1973 - idhs 1974 - 1975, -
. Public lpstitutions : ' ~ - '

K

-

4

No Decline . '
Less than 109 Declme
More than 10% Decline °

Prtvate'-lnstitutions

.~ No Decline , . ' 1,756
+ * Less than 10%’ Decline 1,602 ..
More than 10%, Decline .1,580

3

.~ Source: Special tabulatjons from HEGIS data,




, ~ TABLE 14 *
I . 4'"« ” - 1% 4
I ‘{NSTRUCTIONAL COSTS PER F*E STUDBNT BY. ENROLLX\LNT CHANGE
e " AND SELECTIVITY, 1971, 1974, AND 1975 . .

., .

<

. ,(Cprrent Dollars)

-

+ Public Institutions - . . . " Private Institutigns

’3 Ratio io * ., | -~ Ratio
- 1971/ - Coo 1971/
1974 ° 1975 1974 5 1971 1974 1975  1974.

+

-

gSelecnviry 8,110 3;999 4,089 29 ¢ 1, 4,513 5,116

- - Medium Selectivity 2,627 3,471 3,925 132 . ‘ 12,998 3,108
Average Selectivity . 2,279 2,668 2,826. 1.17 : 2,569 2,742
Below Average ° ' : .

Selectivity 1,524 1,952 2,173 (1.28 . 1, 02,015 2,113
Non-Selectivity - 1,396 1,694 - 1,837 21, k. 2;573 2,973
Av,erageéNo Decline 1,824 2,197, 2,367 .20 . 2 941 3,198 -

} Less than 10% Decline

4 .

- High Selectivity =~ - e P
Medium Selectivity 2,382 3,002
Average-Selectivity 1,828 2,275.
Below Average . . '

Selectivity 1,687 2,166
' 1,378 ~4+807.

1,600 2,156 2,

N




#

t?

" TABLE 14 (Cont'd)

Public Institutions

Private Institutions

\

o0 Ratio .
* 1971/ 1971/

1975

Ratio

Ratio
_ - 1971/
1971 1974 1975 1974

Ratio

1971/,

1975

More than 40% Decline

High Selectivity
Medium Selectivity
Average Selectivity
‘Below Average
Selectivity
Non-Selectivity .
Average, More
than 109, Decline

Average - lu:*l
g |

Note: _Based on all canipuses which -:@orted non

1970 - 1975 period. -

3,053

1,342

19.71/1974‘ 1975 .1974 -

.35
.35

4,117
2,481

- -

4,660
2. 7%

2,236
2,069

2,360

1,831

1,323 1,902 ¢

1,922 -

.44
.43
13 504

2,110 .40

1,763 2,183 <:2,374 1,24

L2

Source: Special tabulations from HEGIS data’

-

. * ‘ .
-negative instructional expenditures every year of
&

4,609
4,330
2,630

3,877
3,049
1,964

1,783
1,728

1.19
.1.42
1.34

2,376.

. 2,467

1.33
1.43
1.34

2,137 2,866 -

¢ .

2,866

3,169 )

2,337 3,133 1.23

A

~

o/
/

/22
54
/1.50




INSTRUCTIONAL CQSTS PER SUS STUDENT BY

No Detline !

. High Selectivity
" Medium Selectijvity
Average Selectivity -
-Below Average
‘Selectivity
Nor -Selectivity
Average, No Declme

- Lesstlmi%Decline

. 120

High Seleetivity

_ Medium Selectivity

Average Selectivity -

Below Average
Selectivity .

Non-Selectivity

. 'ﬂ‘;oAverage Less

than 10%“ Decline

TABLE 15

EVROLLME\JT CHANGE

AND SELECTIVITY, 1971, 1974, AND 1975 =
, Y |
" . .(Current Dollars)
- ‘ 1 . /l N
NS Public Institutions Private Institutions
’ Ratio  Ratio -~ Ratid  Ratid
-, 198/ 1971/ 1971/ 1971/
1971 1974 1979 1974 1975 1971 1974 1975 1974 1975
L ) ) ) - N .. , =~
2,664 2,903 3,163 1.09 1.18 . 2,561 2,937 3,312 1.15 1.29
1,924 2,567 2,853 1.33 '1.48 - 1,796 2,120 2,244 1.18 325 X
1,713 2,017 2,356 1-18 1.38 1,664 1,944 2,030 1.17 1.22
. ) .
1,388. 1,703 1,873 1.23. 1.35 1,612 1,857 _ 1,975 1.15 1.23 :
1,636 1,995 2,204 1.22 1.35 1,539 928 1,974 1.25 1.28 '
1,684 2,039 - 2,294 " 1.21 1.36 1,889 72,202 2,352 1.17 1.25,
C
--- ! --¢ -- -- . 2,754 3,010 3,435 .1.09 1.25
--- --- --- -- -- 1,841 2,429 2,535 1.32. 1.37
1,429 . 1,794 2,067 1.25 1.45 1,468 1,760 1,887 ° 1.20 1.28
1,363 1,722 1,958 1.26 1.43 -1,498 1,905 2,056 1.27 .1.37
1,446- 1,873 1,956 1.30 1.44 1,650 2,043 2,270 1.24 1.38
1491 1,893 2,031 1.27 1.36 1,730 2,091 2,268 1.21 1.31 -

172,
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TABLE 15 (Cont'd)
/ . i

{

Public Institutions \__ Privgte Institutions

Ratio Ra}io : " Ratio
: . - 1971/ - 1971/ 1971/
1971 1974 1975 . 1974 1975 . 1971 1974 1975 1974

L <« -
High Selectivity --- --- ¢ -t == - 2,260 2,558 2,635 «1.13
‘Medium Selectivity |  ---° ... - e - 2,112 2,766 3,007 1.30
Average Selectivity - 1,531 1,949 2,152 ' 1.27 41 1,706 - 2,234 2;463 1.30
Below Avetage R -

Selectivity 1,179 1,659 1,942 140 .64 1,674 2,182 2,440 1.30
Nou-Selectivity 1,367 1,927 2,028 1.41 48, 1,6467 2,427 2,663 1.47
Average, More’ . e . ' ' : o
“than 10% Decline 1,368 1,871 2,043 1.37  1.49 1,806 2,364 2,594 1.31

Mere than 10% Decline

Average - All 1,616 2,004 2,254 1.24 1.39 1,828 2,210 2,380 1.21

_ - , . > '
»* Note: Based on all campuses which reported non-negative instructjonal expenditures every‘ygar of
7 1970 = 1975 period. "

Source: Special tabulations from HEGIS data

/
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TABLE 16

.

-

-

INSTRUCTIQNAL COSTS PER FTE STUDENT BY ENROLLMENT CHANGE .
- - AND SELECTIVITY, 1971, 1974, AND'1975 * =
® ;o
. : (Constant 1967 Dollars) - }
’ Public lﬁtixutions _ Private Institutions p
R 4 i . . ) v .. ‘ I . .
Ratio  Ratig Ratio  Ratio
. . " ‘ ? 1971/ 197 N <1971/ - 1971/ ,
' IR {74 | 1974 1975 1974 1975 1971 1974 1975 1974 - 1975 T~
No Decline . ' : .
High Selectivity . 2,416 2,617 2,463 1.08 1.2 3,077 2,954 3,082 - 0,96 >1.00+
Medium Selectivity 2,041 2,272 - 2,364 1.1 1.16 2,019 1,962 1,872 097" . 093 &
Average Selectivity 1,771, 1,746 1,702 0. 0.96 1,675 1,681 1,652 1.00+ 0.99 ‘
» Below Agerage . < T L
Selectivity - 1,187 1,277 1,309- 1.08 - 1,10 1,348 1,319 13273 . 0,98 0.94
Non-Selectivity 1,085 1,109 1,107 - 1.Q2° 1.02 1,555 1,684 ,1,791° 1.08 1.15
Average, No Decline 1,417 1,438 1,426 1.0l k01 1,957 1,925 1,772 - 0.98 0.91
. 2
Less than 10, Decline : ’
= ectivity / ‘ , : ' .
High Selectivity --- --- -- == 4,152 3,752 3,987 0.90. 0.96
Medium Selectivity 1,851 1,965 2,240 1.06 .21 1,826, 2,057 1,992 1.13 ° 1.09
Average Selectivity 1,420 1,489 1,602 1.05° A3 1,419 1,459 7 1,849  L063° . 1.02.
Below Average : ) . . . .
Selectivity | 1,311 1,418 1,505 1.08 1715 1,369 1,518 _ 518 L1l 1.11.. -
. Nom-Selectivity 1,071, 1,183 1,137 1.10 - 1.06 1,145 1,241 1,269  1.08 1.11".
* «Average, Less ‘ . S S
1<+ than 10% Declind® 1,313 1,411 1,463 1.07 RS 1,607 1,757 1,771 1.04 1.04 1 2

s

he ®

L -




1 V\'_;‘ . é-. . . . \’ ) o ]
i ) ETO 'TABLE 16 (Cont'd) . ‘
, ) ~ N
' A, X Public Institutions Private Institutions
o o 3 T . Ratio  Ratio / g Ratios  Ratio
o . ‘ 1971/ 1971/ ‘ : ‘19717 1971/
- 1971 1974 1975 ° 1974 1975 1971 1974 1975 1974 1975
More than 109, Decline - ] i SN _ : v
’ . High Selectiyity © cem = ol -- == 3,012 3,016 2,846 1.00+ . 0 94
- Medium Selectivity = 2,372 2,694 . 2,807 1.14. " 1.18 2,369 2,834 2,828 '1.20 1.:19 ~_
Average Selectivity 1,423 1,624 1,64._2 1.14 1.15 1,526 1,721, 1,775 1.13 1.16 )
- Average -, - S ] . v )
. Selectivity . . '1,028° 1,245 1,347 1,21 1.31 1,387 3555 1,605 1.12 1.1
Non-Selectivity ‘1,043 1,‘8 1,226 1.21 1.19 1,343 1,615 1,646 1.20 .1.23 ’ .
Average, More’ ' » ) ’ : ‘ %
than '10% Decline - 1,169, 1,381 1,422 1.18 1.22 1,660 1,876 1,909 -1.13 1.15 ,
" Average - Al , 1,370 1,429 1,430 1,04 1.04 1,816 1,875 1,887 1.03 1,047
Note: Based-on all campuses which reported non-negative instruc;tional expenditures every year of
1970 - 1975 period. : ' S »
\ ‘Source: Special"t.abulations from HEGIS data. ' . o w '
o iy - ’ ‘/
- ,‘/ -




TABLE 17

Y ! T " \
- INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS PER FTE STUDENT BY ENROLLMENT CHA-NGE
- AND SELECTIVI',[‘Y 1971, 1974, 'AND 197.3

—

-

TN\~

4 ;. C
L . _/(Constandgw Ddllars) ’
K a7 3o, . ,
‘ Public ;nstmmons Private })‘%timtim g
o : ‘ R'atio Ratio Ratio  Ratio
: ’ . 1971/ 1971/. - . . 1971 1971
Co - 1971 1974 1975 1974 1975 1971 1974 1973 1974 1975
NDDecline L o ! . R
<HighSelectivity . . 2,070 1,90 1,965 0.92 0.92_ 1,99 1,922 1,995 0.97 1.0+
MediumSelectivity 1,495 1,680, 1,719 1.12. 1.15 1,395 1,387 1.352 0.99 0.97 - 3
AWE:?gejiﬂecdvﬂy 1,331. 1,320 1,419 . 0.99 1.07. 1,293 1,272 1,223 0.98 - 0.95 :
A \-‘ . . \ '\1 T ’ . ‘e
Selectivity 1,078 1,115 1,128 1.03  1.05 1,253 " 1,215 1,190 0.97  0.95
Non-Selectivity 1,271 i,soa -1,328 1,03 1.04 1,196 1,262 1,189. .1.06 0.9
Average, No Detline 1,308 1,334 1,382 1.02  1.06 1,468° 1,441 1,417 “0.98 - 0.97
N | ,
Less than 10% Decline - ~ .

High Selectivity S .-+ == 2,040 1,970 . 2, 069\ B2 .97
Medium Selectivity -. 1,360 1,343 1,422 0:99 1.05 1.430 1,50 1,527° 1.1  1.07
~AverageSel ty 1,110 1,174 .1,245 1.06 1.12 J,141 1,152 1.137 1.0l 0 99+
Below Aver ¢ _ . ' * ‘ ' - . S

4 Selectlvity - 1,059 1,127 1,180 1Y .11 1,164 1,247 1,239 1.07 1.06
Non-Selectivity 1,)24 1,226 1,178 1.09 ., 1.05 1,282 °1.337. 1.367 1.04 . 1.07
. Average, Less . s 2 o ‘ . g,
lﬂ.u umm%Decune 1,159 1,239 1,228-'\'1.07 1.06 1,344 1,368 1,366 1.02 ~1.02 1<
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i L4
‘ _ " TABLE 17 (Cont'd) ,
! . ) ) ' .‘ » .
¢« S . ~__Public institutions - Private Institutions
- . : ' Ratio Ratio . . 'Ratio” Ratio .
. _ 1971/° 1971 . 1971/ 1971/
, 1971 1974 °1975° 1974 1975 1971 1974 1975 1974 1975
- More than I%Qecline ) - T 7 ] ~ ' . i
High Selectivity . -—- . -- 1,756 1,674 1,587 .95 .90 ‘
- Medium Selectivity ~ 1,515° 1,875 1,933 "1.24 1.28 1,641 1,810 1.811 1.10 1.10
.Average Selectivity 1,190 1,276 ° 1,296 1.07 1.09 1,326 1,462 1.484 .1.10 1.12
Below Average - -~ X ' 4 -
- Selectivity - 916 - 1,086 1,170 1.19 1.28 1,301 1,428 1,470 1.10 1.13 ~
L. Non;Selectivity * . 1,062 1,261 1,222 1.19 °1.15 1,279 1,588 1,604 1.24 1.25
' Average, More LW : : o ) ©
than 109, Decline 1,063 1,224 1,231 1.15 1.16 1,403 1,547 1,563 1.10 1.11
* Average - All . . 1,256 1,312 1,358~ 1704 1.08 K450 1,446 1,434 1.02 1.0l
e . Note Based on all campuses which reported non-negative instructional expenditures every year of
s 1970 - 1975 period. ) : Lo
; .Smrce:.Specmltabulationsf}@HEGlSdata. -
> ‘ s o ‘ \ ' ) . -
o . s~ - . v
j r ’ L 4 . .. * (
¢ ' h . l ° ‘ ‘ i
T 130 ' - , 131
. .- — - v- , - . .

ARENR




™ TABLE 18 N
RATIO OF 1973/1974 AND 1974/1975 TO 1990/1971 TUITION REVENUE
7 o Public ' . _ Private
3 | ‘ 1973774 1974773 1973774 1974775

. vity .. : , 1.33. 1.41 }.35
** Medium Selectivity- - 10 1.35 .27
" Average Selectivity - 1 1.26 .31
.29 .
.43
.30

No Decline

Below Average Selectivity _ 1.26 1.35
¢- ~Nop-Selective : 1.18 1.28
- Average, No Decline ° ' 1.19 . 1.26

il el
N8TRER

Y
Than 10%, Decline )
1.29
1,44
1.38
1.38

'8 '

v
* Medium Selectivity
Average Selectivity . -
) Below Average Selectivity
s Non-Selective 1,46
Average, Less Than 10% Decline 1.38

. ‘1 . X . . "
Greater Than 10F Decline -©+ -~ e R , )
M'safgﬂg—— ' , ST ¥ .94
Medium Sélectivity | o . o128 . .50

b e bt s s
NN (&)
\l\lgh

« £

NRRRY

Average Selectivity - ) .37
Below Average Selectivity , . .38

Non-Selective ’ .39
Average Greater Than 10% Decline .45

All Institutions

- L322 |
= ﬁf-arce Special Tabulations from HEGIS file.

Ll T

[S—
N
o

.36




Y ) C . TABLE 19 : ‘
. FTE STUDPENT ENROLLMBNT 1970/71,. 19"73/7'4 1974 /75 ‘
. ’ . ‘BY GEOGRAPHICAL RECRUITMENT AREAS -
;, Public o Private
i - Ratio Ratio . - Ratio - Ratio
Y 1970/71 1973/74 1974/75 1971/74 1971/75 1970/71 1973/74 1974/75 '1971 /74 1971/75
No-Decline - .

' "National I N 5 3 1.00 1.00 126 137 139 1.09 1.10
Regional ) 204 229 - 245 1.12 1.20 316 352 367 1.11 - 1,16
Stam” : 1,150 1,268 1,309 1.10. 1.14 114 . 130 1380 1.14 ~1.21
Comniurity 4,511 1,838 1,980 . 1.22  1.08 95 112 121 1.18 - 1.27
Total 2,871 3,341 . 3,539 1.16 1.23 651 731 - 765 1.12 1.18

~ - "Less Than loleecline . k '
National R --- e s 24 23 23 .96 .96
. " Regional . 39 36 37 .92 .95 211. 201 200 .95 .95
., te ' 299 287 287 ' .96 .96 48 47 . 46 .98 . .96
. mmunity . . 318 299 307 .94 .97 58 98 . 56 .95:. .97 .
Total -~ . 656 122 63Q 957 .96 341 - 326 324 .96 .95

. More Than l% Decline : ) ' :

National 24 17 7 .11 .71
Regional ) 17 14 14 ‘ .82 .82 199 163 154 .82 .77
State 346 286 - 273 .83 .79 96 79 75 82 .78
Community : - 155 127 123 .82 .79 36 27 25 .75 .69

,  Toetal ’ 519 428 ,418/ .82 .79 355 . 285 271 ° .80 .76
, All National ~ 5 . 5 5 1, 1.00 174 177 179 .02  1.03
All Regional 260 279 296 1.07 ¢« 1.14 726 716 721 . .99 .99

All State 1,795 1,841 1,869 1.03 1.04 258 256 259 .99, . T.003
- All Community . 1,984 2,264 2,410 1.14 1.21 189 194 202 1.03 1.07
* AuTocal T 4,046 4,389 4,580 1.08 1.13 1,347 1,342 1,361 .996 1.0l

. . \ T
- S o 135
EKC 134 . . . R .. 1 ’ ' . ! ]

&)
©
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. & . ° " TABLE 19 (Codt'd) .
» N} .
FTE-STUDENT ENROLLMENT, 1970/71, 1973/74; 1974/75 N
BY GEOGRABHICAL RECRUITMENT AREAS

M Yl - [}
¢ . :
§

2 Sample restricted to those institutions which reported enrollment and non-negative instructional expenditures in all *
s ) L

five years. ~ . ) _ b -
‘ / . ’ )
" Detail may not add to total because of rounding. : v L
. ) ° - ’ . t- "‘f C /“ -
. Source: gpecial Tabulations from HEGIS File. - - -
, - . .’ . o .
O
o
_ ) v o _2
. c -
- .
- _ s . g §
e ' , @ ,
S Co ¢




é - o ' T4BLE 20 .
. > - - L

N FTE STUDENT ENROLLMENT 1970/71 1973/74, 1974/75 BY SEI.JECTIVITY

Pubhc - Private
Tang "Ratio Ratid ﬁno
. 1970/71 1973/7¢ 1974/75 1971 /74 1971/75 1970/71 1973/74 1974/75 1971/74 1971175
No.Decline
“High Selectivity | _ 28 33 " 34 1.18 1.21 126 137 139 71.09 1;10
-Medium Selectivity 241 266 273 110 1.13 114 125 128 1.10 1.12 —
" Avezage Selectivity . 884 968 - 1,002 1.10 1.13 174 191 - 200 1.10 1.15
Below Average Selectivity 524 607 635, 1.16. 1.21° 131 154 164 1.18 1.25
Non-Selective 1,1947 1,467 1,595 1.23 1.34 106 123 134, 1.16 1.26
Total * 2,871 3,341 3,539 . 416 1,23 651° . 731 . 765 1.12  1.18
. =Less Than 10¥¢ Decline. . . . C e
‘ ‘Wﬁlﬁ?ﬁ_ Ce-- I T --- 24 23 23 . .96 o
»  Medium Selectivity 61 55 58 .90 .95 44 43 — 43 .98 . .98
' Average Selectivity 184 176 , 177 .96 .96 144 139 136 .97 .94
. NwAincy 186 179 . 179 .96 .96 97 91 91 .94 .94
Non-Sel ) Q226 212 216 .94 .96 - 33 - 31. 31 .94 .94
Total g ", 656 622 630 .95 .96 341 326 324 .96 .95
A [N T S ‘ L, ® - R
More Than 10%, Detline - S : : ) g
"High Selectivity --- —.e o ea- 24 17, 17 .71 .71
Medium Selectivity - . 12 » 10 9 .83 .75 ¢ 21 18 ‘»} 17 .86 .81
Average Selectivity - 138 113 108 .82 .96 128 109 103 .85 .80
Below Average Selectivity 211 178. 169 .84 .80 101 81 77 .80 .76
Non-Selecttve , 127 124 .50 .78 81 60 ~ 56 .74 . .69
Total ' 519 428 410 .82 .79 355 285 271 .80 " .76
R
13:¢ . :
38 . ' (" ’ ' - 139 .




- C AN ' ¢ ) '
. = | y
=" ) TABLE 20 (Conl: d)
 w
FTE STUDENT ENROLLMENT. 1970/71 1973/74 1974/75 BY SBLECTIVITY
" Public - - ' * Private
. : Ratio Rano v - Ratio Ratio
S ’ ' 1970/71 1973/74 1974/75 1971/74 1971 /75 1970/71 1973/74 1974/75 1971/74 1971/75
.. A} nstitutions 4,046 4,391 4,579 "1.00  1.13 1,347 1,342 —1,360 996 1.01
. 28 33 M 1.18 1.21 174 177 179 1.02 1.03
Medium Selectivity -~ 314 . 330 340 .1.05 1.08 s 179 186 ' 188 1.04 1.05
Averdge Selectivity . 1,206 1,257 1,287 1.8 1.07 446 439 439 98 .98
Below Average Seleetivity 921 . 964 983 1.05 1.07 329 326 332 .99 1.01
‘Non- Seleccive .« 1,578 1,806 1,935 1.14 1.23 220 214 221 .97 1.005 ,
, ’ B
.‘° - ., \J . . ) . . ﬁ
- - T O
, . : =3
Son.n?: Special Tabulations fromeHEGIS File. - ' . ©

7

*

.
=

14.
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: TABLE 21 _
BEST REGRESSION EQUATIONS WHICH EXPLAINED FTE

—¢  ENROLLMENT CHANGE, 1970-71 TO 1974-75
/

—~ Publ.l&eam- All -

"FTE RKTIU f(’l‘UI’I‘ 70, BXP/SUS SUB FTE, SUBS SUS)

= 1260.0 + .286 TUIT 70 - 514 EXP/SUS
- (3.67)  (7.449)

+ .024 SUBS °'F'I'B +-.562 SUBS™- SUS
. (2.667) " (8.029) =

F RATIO = 24.616.
Multiple R? = 0786

B Standard Error of Estimate = 503. 6682

(1) SAT Group 3 A - .o
. w%=m(suas-sua‘ N

© =953.230'+ .114 SUB SUS
(8.769)

. .. .ERATIO=75.575 -
M;lltipie R%= .36 g

: Standard Error of Estimate = 266. 4436

s,

T

Private Sector - Al - ’
T (TUIT 74, EXP/SUS, sunsi?nz 'SUBS - SUS) .

@ =1143.304 + .294 TUIT 74 - 354 EXP/SUS
. €539 .08 S

- +.083 SUBS - FTE + 307 SUBS - SUS
L (1.9412) (5.904

*  FRATIO= 14.405
MdtipleRz- .0434

' Standard Error of Batimate = 7999563 -

i
[
(1

=

¥
e
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TABLE 21 (Cont'd)

- ... BEST REGRESSION EQUATIONS\WHICH EXPLAINED FTE
- ENROLLMENT, CHANGE, 1970-71-TO 1974-75

-

€

{1) SAT Growp 1 x
S 10 = f (TUIT RAT, TUIT 74)

A

== 1347.580 - .416 TUIT RATIO
(-5.547) '

P _ +.092 TUIT 74
(2.486) -

F'RATIO = 16,300 Y

o

-~

- Multiple RZ = 3241 _ -
* Standard Error of Estimate = 140.4630

FTE-UG RATIO = 1893.044 .. : -

- .847 TUIT RATIO - .401 TUIT 70
(-3.731) (-2.475)

=

, + .404 TUIT 74 - |
o S (3.132) . - )

\ FRATIO=9.379 . {\
Multiple R% = .2989
Standard Error of Estimate = 133.3218

) SAT Group 2 ~ '
v 10 = (TUIT RATIO, EXP/SUS, SUBS - FTE)  ~

= 1803.821 - 402 TUIT RAT

(4.517)
: - .098 EXP/SUS + .064 SUBS - FTE
- (3.920) (3.765)
_ : - >
o . F RATIO = 11,086 -
e L o143
o Maltiple R2 = 2720 /

FLRIC - >
o A Staadard Errof of Bstimate = 190.0957
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5 ’ TABLE 21 (Cont'd) .
SN BEST REGRESSION EQUATIONS WHICH EXPLAINED FTE
- L ENROLLMENT CHANGE, 1970-71 40 1974-75
'(2)SATG 2 (Cont'd) S o
) - = f (EXP/SUS, SUES - FTE) .
.7 — =1527.095 - .250 EXP/SUS
T (3.906)
" +.291 SUBS - FTE
: G.291)
" NFRATIO= i4.085 - | .
2 -
- Multiple R ‘ 2446
T .~ Standard Error of Estimate = 448.9082 N
_FTE-UG RATIO = f (TUIT RAT, TUIT 74, EXP/SLS, SUBS MFTE)
= 1716.548 - .662 TUIT RAT + .335 TUIT 74
) , : (3.229) (3.807)
- .354 EXP/SUS + .409 SUBS - FTE - ,
(5.531) (7.052) -
g F RATIO = 13.863 R ) . -
_ Multiple RZ = 3948 ) -
e Standardznorofas\/xma:e 406. 5051
. . (3)SAT 3 ' I ‘
; ' ‘ﬁrmcﬁ-r O = f (TUIT RATIO, TUIT 74, EXP/SUS, SUBS - FTE)
| =1492.418 - 327 TUIT RATIO -
_ (5. 450) :
Ve ‘ .
¢/ +.133 TUIT 74 - .192 EXP/SUS™
e , $750) - (8.348) . T
*  +.165 SUBS FTE }
*(5.893) T~ '
i’,’_._ 7 ., ; . e
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TABLE 21 (Cont'd) P

BEST REGRESSION EQUATIONS WHICH EXPLAINED FTE .
.. ENROLLMENT CHANGE; 1970-71 TO 1974-75

=

. # .

"(3) SAT Group 3 (Com'})'

4

-

F RATIO = 22,080 o

4

Multiple RZ = .2837
+  Standard Error of Estimate = 167.1558
FTE-UG RATIO = f (TUIT RAT, TUIT 74, EXP/SUS, SUBS FTE)

= 1442.33 - .308 TUIT RAT ’
T (4,813) . ‘

+.089 TUIT 74 - ,146 EXP/SUS
(3.069) - (5.840) -

~ d +.130SUBS - FTE = - - |
(4.333), - : L

N F RATIO =13.015 ‘ ..

) v
le R“ = .1893 )
Standard Error of Estimate = 177.5802

E -3 . 7
-\ -

-\ * (4) SAT Growp 4 ' o |
S\ ) LLH'E’% = £ (TUIT 70, TUIT 74, EXP/FTE, SUBS - FTE)

= 1329.574 +..369 TUIT 70 i
; (4.613) R
- .151 FUT 74 - .259 EXP/FTE
- o (2.157). (6.816)

+ .169SUBS - FTE
= (4.971) ’
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TABLE 21 (Cont'd)

~ BEST REGRESSION EQUATIONS WHICH Egmmzo FTE
- ENROLLMENT CHANGE,; 1970-71 TO 1974-75

8

(4) SAT Group 4 (Cont'd)

F RATIO = 18.678 ~

Multiple R2 = 1676

Standard Error/6f Estimate = 389. 6768
FTE-UG RATIO = f (EXP/SUS, SUBS - FTE)

= 1250.240 + .192 TUIT 70 _
‘ (3.368)

- .267 EXP/SUS + .186 SUBS FTE
(7.417) ., (5.813)

F RATIO = 19.167
Multiple R2 = . 1348

) .
Standard Error of Estimate = 416. 6743

-




TABL'E 22

. . TUITION REVENUE AS A PERCB{'PAGE OF INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS, - -
f L ‘ 1970/71, 1973/74, 1974/75 , ‘
. Public ' Private
P " . ' B/ B3 AT I970/7T  1973/74 7 1974775
No Decline ¢ - o -
ity - ‘ .307 .318 .330 - .588 .644 .. 614
Medium Selectivity 242 238 .218 .820 .846 1868
Average Selectivity., .228 .230 .231 ..829 .84 ©,855 N
Below Average Selé&ivity : .251 .247 .233 .765 .786 .809
Non-Selective = .170 ©.165 .165 ..564 - 569 et 544
!/Av‘erage. No})eclhe - ", - 217 . 213 - 210 .697 .727 715
et . --- --- 480 .~ 480 .495 ~
Medium Selectivity . .234 .242 . .221 .751- .805 825 M
Average Selectivity = * .28 .279 .254 .783 .794 .819 K
._. Below Average Selectivity ¢ .258 .257 .253 * .B50 .833 .821
"~ Non-Selective - 161 157 - 164 .818 .822 .835
Average, Less Than 10%, Decline 234 .233 .225 ©L734° .745. .754 ‘
’ Greater Than Decline P Coe : .
Ty \ S -—- .437 .656 . 695
, . Medium Selectivity .275 .208 .. 192 . .676 ".650 . .657
. - Average Selecttvity : . 286 - .264 .260 .807 .845 .810 o
‘+ ‘Delow Average Selectiyity 293,245 . 241 .804 . .755 .740
"~ Nom-Selective ‘ .268 .243 .210 . .706 .616 . 621
Average, Greater Than 109, Decline 1286 .249 .253 739 /725 ~.722
.226 .219 . .215 .715 .731 .735
“Lm — , X
Tabularions trom HEGIS Data. 148

d . J’ >
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TABLE 23

- LT
PER CENT OF I[‘JSTI}UC IONAL COSTS PAID BY SUS STUDENTS
. . & ' : )
Public ’ : : Private

1970/71 19/3/74 - 1974775~

" No Decline

electivity ‘ ‘ 36 44 S 90 99 95
" Megium Selectivity : 33 32 . 119, 119 * ° 120
~ Average Selectivity - 30 30 107 © 113 " 116
Below Average Selectivity - 28 28 ‘ . 83 85° 87
Non-Selective * o 14 v 14 ' : 60 . 76 82
- Average, No Dechne - ) 23 23 93 97 ‘ lgl :

L v

Less Than 10%, Decline . - - _

, ectivity - R S . 92 91 95
Medium Selectivity o 32 . 103 104 . 108
Average Selectivity . . _ . 97 101 105
Below Average Selectiv o 32 ‘ ' 100 101
Non-Selective zDe o195 : ' ' 73 . 76
Average, Less Than 109, Decline 27 27. 93 96 98

Greater Than 10%, Recline .- . . ) ) »
- High Selectivity - ™ : - - . . .92 " 2118
"* Medium Selectivity ' K 98 102
_Av Selettivity | o ' 102 101
ow'Average Selectivity . 3 U . 86 82
_ Non-Selective ~ ’ : ) . A A 62

Average, Greater Than 10% Decline ° - ' Lo 87 88

L]

Al stitutions o o : 7 -9l 95
*Source: Special Tabulations - trom HEGIS Data.

G
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TABLE'24
PRO ENROLLMENT IN INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER

EDUCATION, 1980 AND 1985: TOTAL, BY LEVEL OF
ENRO MBNT AND BY ENROLLMENT STATUS

ands of students)

.
1980 1985 m@ﬁf—a”#@mﬁﬂgﬁ—w—fm
44-21 5,524 4,823 5,466 S8. 4,772 Sl
22247 1,717 1,918 1,‘699' - 618 L28 Y 6%
2529 1,585°1,780 .93 599 1,08 694
30-34 1,186 1,218 785 401 % 806 412
35+ 1,336 1,66l 671 66§ _ 87 ., 804
11,208 11,400 . 8,957« 2;341 8,749 2,651
| 4
~

Sources: U. S. .Department of Commerce, Bureau of fhe Census:

Curreat Population R% (P-20, #303), (Washington:
».G.72.0,, el7 . .

._‘l‘

Current Population R » "Projections of School and
ollege merit, to 2000 (P-25, #473), (Wash'- ‘

. . Ington: U.S.G.P.O., 1972), Table 1, page 10.

: %’0 Census of P%ugtlou. Subject Reports, "*School
Foliment - ashington: .G.P.Q,, 1973).

- . Y4
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. TABLE 25

AN " , ’
R g

- * SHARES (IN PER CENT) OF PUBLIC SECTOR BY TYPE OF STUDENT )

[ ]
e

~

3 . i . o
- 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975

*F

- Degree Credit*-. Undergraduate

“ L3 " . -

' F#l Time' = - . : : 2.2 73.2  73.2 3.5
Part Thme . 76. 10 82! 4, 848 859  86.1

,Nan-Degree Credit ' . o ~
. . - ~

Full Time " © 90.6. 91.F 945 938 93.5

Part Time . e 3.0 93.6 958 96.3 97.7
Gra(hateandFirstProfeesioual | | | |

Full Time "+ . ). 9 6.2 6l 609  61.3 6'1,{ 60.7

¢

Part Tirse R N : : : 1 715y 71.6 719 72({

e
=

Source . s. Dq:artmentl of Health, Edafcation, and Welfare, Office of Bducatmn, National Center for Educational

Statistics, Fall Edrollmen in Institutions of Higher Education, 1967, 1968, 1971-1974 (Washington;
U.S.G.P.O.Y,

NCES, Fall Enrol.lmen‘ H;gher Education, Supplememary Information, 1969-1970;
Vm ’. o . " .

\C
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TABLE 26
L PROJECTED ENROLLMENT BY ENROLLMENT STATUS AND ,
- - INSTITUTIONAL CONTROL, 1979-80 AND 1984-85
- (thousands of FTE students) " |
,HTgh Projection - 1980 “
s ‘ : ] h -
- - * ' i L - Total
g FTE Under- Degree Full Part Non-Degree Full Part Full Part Full Part
Students Total gradudte Credit Timé Time Credit . Time Time Graduate Time Time Time Time
o |

" Total 8,475 11,298 8,958 7,284 4,910 2,374 1,674 771 903 2,341 1,046 1,295 6,727 4,571
Public 6,607 9,053 7,483 5,857 3,722 2,135 1,626 732 894 -1,570 . 638 932 5,092 3,961
Private 1,868 2,245 1,474 1,426 1,188 238 48 39 M 771 408 363 1,635 610

901

. _ _ 1985

. 8 1,400 8,749 6,943 4,54.2.2,401' 1,806 831 974 2,651 1,183 1
, » Public 6,598 9,191 .7,412. .5,659 .3,484 2,175 _ 1,753 789 964 1,779 723°1,056
e 1 2,209 1,497 1,444 1,058 226 53 42 10 © 872 462 410

¢

Low Proj'ection - 1980 °

Total 7,317 11,298 8,957 7,283 3,485 3,798 1,674 53 1,021 2,341 702 1,639 4,840 6,458
Public 5,824 9,254 7,644 6,013 2,640 3,373. -1,631 ‘. 620 1,011 1,610 429 1,181 3,689 5,565
Private 1,493 #,044 1,313 1,270 845 425 43, . 33 10 731 273 458 1,151 893

& -~ - N .

. B} ) . 1985

U Toal 7,209 11,400 8,749 6,943 3,108 3,835° 1,806 704 1,,(1)% 2,651 796 1,853 4,608 6,792
— Public 5,789 9,415 7,594 5,836\2,384 3,452 1,758 668 1, 1, 821 485 1,336 3,537 5,878
1,107 724 383 48 36 12 830 311 519 1,071 914

o anv 1,420 1,985 1,155 ,
p ;\) /5 3 - L“

Toxt Provided by ERI




- - TABLE 27

4

‘PROJECTED DISTRIBUTION OF FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT AND STANDARD
: U’NDERGRADUATB STUDENT ENROLLMENTS, 1980 AND 1985

Full-Time Equivalent Students
(thousands of students)

. High Projection Low Projection
1974-75 Py — 1985 80 . 1985

2,338 2,41?‘ T 2,408 . . 2,126 2,113
1,479 1, 440 1,438 : 1,270 1,262
2,053 2,755 2,751 2,429 2,414

8,607 8,598 , 5,824 5,780

-

_tﬁﬁrersny | B 723 5 568

. 989 = 777
. 99 =96 75
! Total Private} . T,568 1,508 , 1,770

Total - g, . 8,475 8,406 - - ,317 7,209

Standard Undergraduate Students
(thousands q,f students)

- Public . 8,098 8,332
Private - 2,923 2,996

Sources: Special tabul;t:lons from HEGIS file (for 1974-75 da:a)

1980 and 1985 PIOjections seetext. “

‘z
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TABLE 28

¢ . ~

PROJECTED LEVELS OF CONSTANT DOLLAR COSTS PER STANDARD
UNDERGRADUATE STUDENT, 1980 AND 1985 -

LY

-~

L (1974-75 = 100)
~ R ' g
1974-75 ) - . High Projection
Per Cent of Total Yearly 1979-80 -~ ,1984-85
: Public Private Increase = Public . Private - Public | ivate
. . Faculty : B 39.6 37.5 1.03 ©45.9 T 43.5 53.2- 50.4 ~_
Clerical 12.2 11.5 1.03 14.1 13.3. 16.4 15.5
Other Instruction and ’ . s
Departmental Regearch 9.1 8.7 1.03 10.5 0.1 12.2 11,7 =
Library 4.8 5.8 1.05 6.1 7.4 7.8 9.4
Scholarship (unrestricted 1.9 6.5 1.045 © 2.4 . 8.1 3.0 10.1
funds) . = Ty
_ Operation and Maintenance 15.5 15.7 1.037 18.6 18.8° 22.3 22.6
Balancing Figure (primarily 16*8 14.3 - 1.03 . 19.5 16.6 - 22.6 19.2
administrative costs) ~ ;
100.0 100.0 - 117.1 117.8 137.5 - 138.8
f . . N .
r o With Faculty Seniority Factor
High Earollment . ' _ 117.9 118.4 140.0 * 140.6
Low Enrollment 119.0 1209 1410 - 142.7
4 ) *
158

159




TABLE 28 (Cont'd)

PROJECTED LEVELS OF CONSTANT DOLLAR COSTS PER STANDARD
« UNDERGRADUATE STUDENT, 1986 AND 1985

" (1974-75 = 100)

. 1974-75 - Low Projection
. Per Cent of Total . Yearly 1979-80 ' 1984-85
Public™ Private Increase @1_’6 Private Public Private .

" 48.3 '45.7

Faculty . 39, . 1.02 4
0 15.6 14.7

. 41
Clerical ] . . . . 1.025 . 13.
Other Instruction and . -
Departmental Research A . 1.025"
Library . ‘ . 1.035
Scholarship (unrestricted 9 . 025
funds) . ) .
Operation and Maintenance -
Balancing Figure (primarily
administrative costs)

‘With Faculty Seniority Factor

114.0

'Low Eurollment .. - , 1151

Source: See text:
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" - - * } TABLE29 - ,
L o ' . ’ ' .
Lo PROJECTED INSTRUCTIONAL EXPENDITURES PER FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT
o ~ (ETE) AND STANDARD UNDERGRADUATE STUDENT (SUS); 1980 AND ) 1985
' ' > (1974-75 dollars) -
. ‘:’ ‘ - P rd | '. 2 - ' | _(
' High Enrollment oL . - T
BRI | = Publxc £ B “Private ’ e
S v Tow GNP . High GNP . TowGNP <
e | Eanggﬂ—ms P 2 s - S E'BU"HBS » T80~ 1985
©SUS % 2,401 2,862 2,320 2,680 . 2,582 - 9,103 2,496 . . 2,886
o SR ) L~ . . ‘ } ‘ N :
FTE - 2,953 3,606 2,854 3,377 5,151 3,894 4,790 &
2 A - Low Enrollment .
-~ TSUs 0 2,485 T Ze2 2,35 2,720 - 2,691 . 3,190 2,604 2,973
o FTE - 3,057 . V3,644 2,87 3427 r 4252 . ° 5,359 . . '3,114 4,994
-.- /; . - [ . . ,v ) T . "" - - ) ’ q'.




TABLE 30

”~—~

L]

PROJECTED TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL EXPENDITURES, 1980 AND 1985

(millions of 1974-75 dolars).

} -
High Enrc}llmegt -
, ‘ . Public = i ' Private
~p _ HIh ONP 7 Tow GNP - __ —High CNP Tow GNP
- - . 1980' ) 1985 . ] )
19,510 23,792 18,856 - 22,281 7,524 9,313 7,274 8,662
. : RSN S f
Low. Enrollment g
17,802 - 21,095 . 16,870 19,840 - 6,348 7,610 6,143 7,092
. - - b . 7 s l - N
\ g‘
0 . < .
~ 4 (. b
T .

165
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TABLE 31

P&)JBCTED TUITION PER FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT STUDENT,
UNDER HIGH AND LOW GNP ASSUMPTIONS, BY SECTOR, -
- 1980 AND 1985
) > .
— (1974-75 dollars) [ N
- - . ~ Y .

_High GN:P Low GNP
Public ~ Private " Public " Private
1974-75 515.2 2,217.8 ’
1980 /645, 8 2,783.2 89.9 2,665.1

1985 . -746.9 3,243.8 702.5 3,041.6

Estimation Equation  Tuit-Pub = 27.108 + 10.415 Dlsy .97
Tuit-Priv = --34.931 +47. 44 Disy .99

F 2

) ¥
Sources: (for estimafion equation)

" . U. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of .
. Bducatiou’ tional Center for Educational Statistics, Financial
Statistics of tutions of Higher Education, relev sues.

NCES, unpublished data.(1974-75 school year) . - t

CES, ections of Educational Statistics to 1983-84,
1974 Edition, Table 12, p. 30.

NCES, Fall Enrollment in Institutions of Higher Education,
relevant issues. , v

UsS. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the .

- United States: . 1975 (96th Edition) Washington, D.C., 1975,

-p. 312,

U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of E®nomic Analysis,

" Survey of Current Business, July 1976, Tables 1.1 and 2.1,




. ' TABLE 32 |
+ P ) ' i - .
: PROJECTED STATE AND LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS, 1980, AND 1985 B

- L

- ¢
(millions of 197’75 dollars)
Fd

E

LLow I.-‘.nroﬁment;F

» . Hig'b' Enrollment

High CNP ) —Tow GNP "High GNP = Tow GNP
Public . Private Public Private Public Private Public Private
. 1980~ 16,080 - 282.4 15,360 - 2604 m g 14,73 299.6 14,070 277.4
- 1985 19,960 406.1 18,630 180.2 18,220 431.9 17,000 384.7 —_
- . : : . . w
Estimation Equdﬁm - g
Log App gg] 4 Pub = -.272 + 1.079 log DI + . 698 log ENR-Pub . R%=.99
4 Losiw o& - PTiv = 1.286 +1.806 log DI - .471 log ENR-Pub RZ. g4 S
..' - » - . i
< . : ) Vo A _
- .
Sources: (for estimation equation) - g
_See Table 31. B .
' L . : L 165
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P . TABLE 33

LY
PROJECTED INSTITUTIONAL STUDENT AID, 1980 AND 1985,
. FOR HIGH AND LOW GNP ASSUMPTIONS, BY SECTOR

(mﬂhons of 1974-75 dollars)

.High GNP Low GNP
' 7 . Public Private " Public .” 'leivate
1980  uss 256.1 1303 246.8
_ 1985 179.0 306.7 167.6  290.0

N e L :
Estimation Equatioa: SAG (PUB) = - 5.019 + .08 GNP R%= .83

ST SAG@RIV) =28373+ IITGNP RZ =86

SRaN -

Sources: (for estimatidn equation)

See Table 31.
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L i . : . ./TABLE 34

PROJECTED ENDOWMENT AND GIFTS INCOME, 1980 AND .1985,’
FOR HIGH AND LOW GNP ASSUMPTIONS, BY SECTOR

. (millions™f 1974-75 dollars)

L4

L High GNP o Low GNP

' Public Private - Public * *  Private

1980 2198 ‘T 1,767.6 212.6  +"1,696.8

1985 258.3 2,142.1 © - 245.2 2,014.9
_ Estimation Equation: E&GI-Pub = 46.709 + .092 GNP R% = .52 .
e . E&GI-Priv =s81.535 + .896.GNP  R%= 98
- Y. < ’
] , + . :
Sources: (for estimation equation) -
/ See Table 31. . : : <
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" TABLE 35°

-y

L

, PROJECTED TOTAL{NSTRUCTIONAL REVENUE, PUBLIC AND PRIVATE

Prxvate‘*—

___~  SECTORS, 1980 AND.1985, UNDER HiGH AND LOW ENROLLMENT
AND GNP ASSUMPTIONS ,
(millions ‘of 1974-75 dollars)
- ; High Earollment
Publlc :

. Low-GNP - High GNP_
Tuition 4,267 4,928 4,096 4,635 5,199 5,865
State and Local Appropriations 16,080 19,960 15,360 18,630 282 406
Student Aid 146 . 179 139 168 256 307
ExiowmmtaﬁGifts . 220 258 . 213 © 245 768 2,142
Total | | WIZ BT  G88 5678 n S

B ' 7 ' Low Enrollment . . 4

Thiton : 3,761 - 4,324 7 3,610 4,067 %,155 4,606
State and Local Appropriations ~14,730 . 18,220 14,070 ~ 17,000 300 432

Student Aid 146 179 139 168 256 307.
Endowment and Gifts . 220 258 213 245 1,768 2,142

Total o 18,856 . 72,981 1EU3Z 21,480 6,479 7,487

171 ' ) ‘

. [ J

3,979

4,319
385
290

2,015

9':&
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L TABLE 35 (Cont‘d) ‘ e
~ - PROJECTED TOTAL INSTRUCTPIONAL REVBNUE PUBLIC AND PRIVATE
SECTORS, 1980 AND 1985, UNDER HIGH AND LOW ENROLLMENT
AND GNP ASSUMP'I‘IONS

' ¢
< : (per cent of total)
=;/—’( - . T
o High Enrollment
, N ' ‘Public ' Private
L o %@GNP T?NP High CND " Tow GNP
. ~ 7 —
s ”rumon 20.6 19.5 - 20.7 19.6 69_.3 67.3 - 69.3 68.9
o SmeandLocalAppropriarions 77.6 78.8 77.5 78.7 - 3.8 4.7 3.6 2.3 _
. . Student Aid : .7 27 .7 7 3.4 3.5 3.4 3.6 =
EndowmmtandGifts 1.1 ‘1.0 - 1.1 ° 23.6 24,6 23.6 25.2
g . ' _ Low Enrollment _ :
Tition 19.9  18.8  20.0  18.9 - 64.1 ' 61.5 642  6l.6
"State and Local Approprxanons 78.1 79.3 . 78.0 79.1 4.6 5.8 4.5 5.5
Student Aid .8 .8 .8 .8, 4.0 . 4.1 4.0 4.1
. Endowment and Gifts 1.2 1.1 1.2 1.1 27.3 28.6. 27.4 28.7
| T Source: See Tables27and31-34. . o - B
P < _—




TABLE 36
N

TOTAL REVENUE MINIMAL ASSUMP’I‘IONS 198Q,/1985 r
‘ (ﬁhuions of 1974-75 dollars)

> X :
' High Enrollment _
] : ‘ -®
Public Private
Low GNP - High GNP -~ Low GNP

- . =
——— L Y ————
« .

Estimdted Revenue ~ . - 19,351 . 23,329 18,552 19,436 7,368 8,43 7,067 7,91l
-(Low Projecti,m) - ? ) o - : .

-~ _ . . . . “ : /s
Difference Between High . - o L * s, _ .
.andlsow'Revenue Estimates ' 1,361 | 1, 996 o & 256“ . 4 242& v 137 . .306 0 73

/ . & -

¢ S, K S oo Low Enrollment

/;* P

v -
EstimatedReveuue_ 4" 18,845./ 22,735 18,066 18,868 6,324 7,155 6,060 - 6,731

(Eowwjecrion)

Difference Between High
S and LogRel;enue Estimates

-~
e . -
- e !
f]
. B “ ., s
‘e Lol ".

Assumpﬂ(hs Seé’text L
Source' See Tables 27and 31 34.
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) ‘ N TABLE 37 — . \
ﬂ PRQJECTED SURPLUSES AND (DEFICITS),PUBLIC AND PRIVATE
‘ . SECTORS, 1980' AND 1985,UNDER HIGH AND LOW __
- - ENROLLMENT AND GNP PROJECTIONS
’ N 2
(millions of 1974-75 dollars) *®
! , :
N . High Enrollment
- . ) :Public' ’ - : Private
- ) R High CNP = Tow CNP Higp GNP Low GNP —
%, .
- . . - D980 1985 = 1980 1955 = . T980 1985
,,5_ 7 . - — .- '_ : — ————
_Projection .¢” ' 1,202\ 1,533 952 1,397 “’9{ - (593) ol) , (678)
Per Cent of Total | cooN N o T
Instructional Expenditures . - 6.2 ,94 . 5.0 763 .37 6.4 1.3 . 7.8
. . , 5 . \ . -
Low Assumption . CO59)7. (463)  (384) (2,845)  (156) . (900) O™ (751)
Per Cent of Total | ' - . - \9 o d__:_.._,m-é‘w ,
mstructioRat Expenditures .~ " -~ .8 © TTI.9 " Tr6, 1208 L2197 28 8y
i . , % % - * , 4 v P v » B N
A B Low-Enrojlment .
e, ¢ ' . ’
Projection - 1,054 1,886 1,162 1,540 131" ' (123) 57 (83) .
PerCentof Total - -~ -+ .. g B
nstructional Expenditures ~ © '5]9 8.9 69, 7.4 21 1.3 8 1.2
. R ' . ] . ) o . - R . Q' L - -
Low Assumption - Do 1,043 1,630 ,@,196 (972)- - (24) -(456) (75) (361)
i Cent of Total - - : g _
Instructional Expenditures 59-- 7.7 . 7.1 - 4.9 - 4 6.0 ..1.2 5.1

SN

- =2

176 A A\ I

611
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TABLE 37 (Cogt'd)

"PROJECTED SURPLUSES AND (DEF&GLIS),PUBLIC AND PRIVATE
SECTORS, 1980 AND 1985, UNDER HIGH AND LOW -
ENRQLLMBNT' AND GNP PROJECTIONS

F3 —_—

~

\‘3 B

-, . sl .
’N{xé: Projéction - see Table 34; Low. Assumption - see "I;éble 35.
. ’ ' 2
Source: Cf. Tables 29, 33°and 35.
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APPENDIX A
» . 1974/75 P[NANCIAL STATISTICS

\ . Flmcmmnsrm for the acadfmlc year 1974 /78 are Aot
strictly comparable thb these cited for prev10us years. NCBS drastlcauy
changed the form used to collect stanstics during that year and, \m our
opinion, has mtroduced a m{mber of items-which are &Ot comparéble from
one year to the next, muddled the defnmtlons, and}owered the quahty of

reporting by mstitutlous \

In some instanc\es, where the differences are smaﬂ. we merely
.’ § * ‘ i
draw the aftention of the reader to the non-comparability, of year-to-year

|

- Quite substantial, we arternpted to re- estimate the relevant variables t
: 4

. make memconsistent from year to year. T r

totals. In other instances, where we beling';:ha't the differences iveri/ ‘

m%

\‘ Curaait Fund Revenubs. In 1974 /75, interest incorpe and
. - fves

gams should have been included in - other sou of income

RO
. gc.g‘:ording to the NCES guide issued to hg:lp compare the subject s'urv_ey
'with previous data collection éfforts.” (NCES, HEGIS FY1975 /REFM7,
Financial C;ltegories and the Corr!spongin?g Elements in Earlier HEGIS

Financial Reports.) These sources of réq)ue were not specxﬁcally men-

tioned in earlier surveys, and it Is reasonable to assume’ zhat most institu-

’

tions did not report them. LT -

. . » \
There is no ready way to estimate the magnitude of the newly

reported source of income. “In our opinion, it is not ve‘ry important, angd
co - ‘. X . \




does not ekceed one per cent of the total revenue. The estimate of one
per cent was deTived on the assuﬁ‘mtiou that the difference between expendi-

fui'es and revenues of institutions would remain the same in 1974 /75, the

” . o

lmprovement in the revenue statements (excess of revenue over expendx-

ture) would be accounted by the inclusion of the new source. (See Table
A-1.) No torrection was made for this inconsistency. :

Total current fund e@dinires'. Here the confusion about -

what is or is nat included is somewhatanore serious. According to the
guide, mandatory transfers were idcluded for the first time in the 1974 /75
data. These account fo'r rbdghly two per cent of the total expenditures If .
tbe instructions were to be followed “this amount should be subtracted to

arrive at a gonsistent ﬂgure for current fund expenditures for the period

"1971/75. ,

Af:cording to George Lind, a knov:?ble member of the

NCES statf mndaﬂn'y transfers consist alm irely of expenditures

~ for physlcal plants and asbets, which was included in ea::her surveys =

This observation makes emmeutly good sense, Iy sipported by a comp'%l-
son of the two differently labeled sets of items in 1973/74 with 1974/75,.

\ and Mr. Llnd’s opinion is réflected in our tabulati&s

Qgeratlons and maintenance and bospital gpendit(res

appears Dkely that the reporting of operatious and maintenance and-hos- -
pital expmses are not consistent from y2ar .to year “lhere is- some evi-

deuce that me operatlms and malntenance expenses were jacluded tdgether

¢
7 B . B Lo .
. - » 4 . N . -
c s . . i
.
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N

A-3

with hospital expenditure in the 1974/75 survey..

-exceeded hospital revenue by a smaltl amount,

In ‘the public se.ctor, where prior to 1974/7o hospital expenses

istics for the later year

showed a deficit of $247 million. This was beheved tb be unreasonable.

After allowing for the s&me propornon of expense to exceed income, $220 .
F 3
million of expenduure were transferred to Operanon and maintenance. The’

-

tutes in each category

/

L4

P

allocatxon by type of mstitutlm was in propornon to the bospxsal expendl- ‘

A

A}

[N

L

In ghe private sector, where hospital revenue generaily exceeds
. 1.
hospital expendltures the "profit” in 1974/7q actually wxdéied We could

only assume that Most prwate lnsntnnons rq)orted theu' operanon and

/

maintenance outlays consgistently in both years.

"ol
.

{=

2
- -‘i
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AREENDIX TABLE A-1

ENROLLMENT EXPENDITURES AND R'EVENUES 1965-66 AND 1969-70-

" (Costs for FTE and SUS’in S’s,
Aggregate Expenditure and Revenue Daca: in Millions of $'s)

1

. All nstitutions

-

F.ull Tlme Bquxvalent Studenté (000's) ~
Standard‘ﬁndergraduate Students WS)

Total Current Funds- Revenues

* Total Current Funds Expenditures
(1967 dollars) .

P

PPotn,l Current - Funds Exgendxtures FTE . $2,739 ,
3 );2 871y ($2. 768)

41967 dollars) .

Tocal‘&urrem Funds Expenditures/SUS
(1967 dollars) -

| 4

’ [ﬁstrucﬁonal €osts

. (1967 douars)

lnstructional Costs F"TE
(1967 dollars) .

lnstmctton.al Com/SUS -
(1967 dollars) .

o Tuition Revenue/lnstructional €osts

4,672

- -

$7,447 « $13,135 °
(87,839) (510,853)

" $1,594

($1,678)

-

.36

L2

6,398 -

7,689
" $12,796- .$21,639° °

512,324 : 521,161/'
$12,918) (5!7,709)

. $3,308"

-~

1$2,053
($1,697) /

" $1,708
(51,412) - -

.33 '

&

AH Public Institutions

1565-66

1969-/70

3,094
v

T e -

57,398 :

$6,996"

4,638
5,363

’ 513,871

$13,350

(57 333)" ($11,153)

32.26_!__j

. 83370

- -

$4,477

($4,713)

$} 447
(Sl 523)

- __L

-~

19

$2,878 -

(52, 404)
2,489

. (52,079)
-"$8,546

($7,063)

. 81,843
"$T7523

$1,594
($1,317)

.20

*

/s

4

Public Universities
1985-66  1969-70.

-

1,359

$4,929

$4,733

. (34,961)

-
I
.
v
-

$3,483

. (83,651)

—
$2,699 °

(82,841)

$1,594
($1,173)

- -
»

1,849
2,539
$8,309

$8,09%0

(86,759) '

$4,375
($3,655)

$3,186

($2,662)

%4, 455
(%$3,682)

$2,053

($1,110)

$1,755
(81;450) _

.22
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APPENDIX TABLE A-1 (Cont d)

—

ENROLLMENT EXPENDIT’URES AND REVENUES }963 66 AND 1969 70

- . (Costs for FTE and SUS in §'s; ‘
Aggregate Expendlmre and Revenue Data in M.IUIOHS of S s)

»

T F 2
Public Two-Year

Puﬂ -Time Equlvalent Students (000's)
Standard Undergraduate Students ((XB 8)

Total Current Funds Revenues

Total Current*Funds Expendimres
(1967 dollars) :

, Total Current Funds Expenditures/FTE

(1967 dollars)

Total Current Funds Expendxtures/SUS
(1%7 dolla:s) o

. Ins jonal Costs
(1967 dollars)

(1967 dollars)
mstructional 'Costs /SUS

1,049

$1,772

T -

- 81,647

(Sl 726)
51 570

(S1,646)

81,222
($1,286)

81,165

($1,226)

L]

‘ ‘ _ Public Other Four-Year

1,505

1,745
$3,701

$3,521

~(%2,942)

§2,340
($1,955)

$2,018

" (31,686),
"$2,541

(32, 100)

- $1, 668
(§1,379)

$1,456

($1,203) )

1965-66 1969-70

686 1,284
576 1,079

5796 s, 3&1

$616 - 51 739,
(5646) (81, 453)

$898 51,354
© (8941)  (51,131)

$1,069 $1,612
(81,121) " "($1,347)

$355 ’31’, 549

($584y  * ($1,280) '

-

$809 . $1,B)
($852) * (51,067)

$964 $i,280

($1,015) - ¢51,058) "

_>,
[
w
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APPENDIX TABL-E. A 1 (Cont’ d)

-
ENROLLMENT EXPEVDITURES A\JD REVEVLES 1965-66 A\?()éﬁ) rO ‘

(Costs for FTE and SUS in $'s;
< Aggregate Expenditure and Revenue Data in 1‘vhlhcms of $'s) ’ / & _— \\
- _ . - All Prxvate Institutions ¥ ‘. Private L‘nivérsiti’&s . / A
T965-66  1969-70 =~ "~ T985-66 . 1969-70- \

Full-Time Equivalent Stydents (000’s) - © 1,577, 1,760 507 4 556
Standard Undergraduaté Studen.ts (000"s) o --- 2,326 ‘ - " 994

=

N
TotalCurrentsFLmdsRevenues . $5,399 . $7,768 . 82,511 53,870 &

.}

otal Current Funds E’xpendxtures

. (1967.dollars)

Total Current Funds Expendxtures/F‘TI;

(1967 dollars)

Tota.l Current Funds Expendxturps /SUS

. (1967 dollars)

_ Instructional Costs
(1967 dollars)

Instructional Costs/FTB
(1967 dollars)

Instﬁjctional Costs/SUS

'$5,328

(%85,579)

$3,379
($3,538)

-

$2,968
($3,124)

$1,882 -,
£$1,981)

-

$7,812
(56,526)

$4,439

- {$3,708)

$3, 359

($2,818),

$4,477

($3,700) ,

$2,551
($2,108)

$1,925

82, 589
(62,711)

$5,107°
(85, 348)

81,316
. ($1,385)

$2,596

$3,912
(83,282)

$7,036

,(85,903) .

"$3,936
($3,302)

$1,912

. (51,580)

$3,458
($2,858)

- $1,924

{1967 dollars) P | GLSO . . T -l (511590

“Tuition Revenue]lnst uctional Costs . v SO . .53

187
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:(P‘PE\’DIX TABLE A-1 (Cont’ d)

(Costs for H‘E and SUS in $'s;

Aggregate Expendxture and Reve we Data in \ulhons be s)

. 4 '
‘ , Full-Time Equivdlent Students (000's)
Standard Undergraduate Students (000's)

Total Current Funds Revenues

<

" T%tal Current Funds Expenaitureé
(1967 dollars) »

Total Current Fullds Experfditures/FTQ
— - (1967 dollars)

Total Current Funds E)qléndztures/SUS '
(1967. dollars)

Instru_ctlonal Costs
(1967 dollars)

‘Instructional Costs/FTE  ~+ -
= (1967;dollars)

‘o

-~ mstructxonal Costs/SUS
(1967 doNars) .-
’ -

Tuition Revenue/Instructional Costs "

Prxvate Other Four- Year

196566 198970
960 1,083
.- 1,280
$2,708 . 's3,%66
52,580 553,673
($2,702)  ($3,081)
$2Z,688 $3,392
(%2,800) {52, 846)
.- $2,870
.- (62, 408)
$1,535 '_52<401
61,599)  (s2521%)
\4
$1,599" $2,221
($1, 666) ($2,051)
b .- $1,876
Lot (81,550)
.68

’

166 -

4

ENROLL\IENT‘ EXPE\’DITLRES (\\JD PEVE\JLES 1963 66 AND 1969-70 7

Private Two-Year

R

1965-66 I969-70 .,
110 121 *
92 102
. $179 $232.
$160 $227
($168) ($190) :
. >
$1,455 - $1,876 ~
(51,524)  (S1,574) -+
$1,739 52,229
(51,821)  (S1,867)
5115 $166
(s121) -+ (8137)
. , ! ‘.
$1,045 " 81,372
($1,100) . . (51,134)
$1,250 $1,627
.80 .70
189




. . APPENDIX TABLE A-1 (Cont'd)
;in%& > - ’_

EI&OLLMENT EXPE\‘DITURES AND REVENLES 1963 66 AND 1969-70

F
¥

jg S&;rce's: National Center for "Educational Statistics, Fall Enrollment in Hiéher
:_ Education (Washington, D.C.: ,U.S.G.P.O., relevant issues);

. Natiohal Ggnrer fér E;duéa"timal‘Statistics, Financial ‘Statis'tics' of
Institutions, of Higher Education (Washington, D.C.: G 5.G.P. %
relevant lssues)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-2

FTE STUDENT ENR-OLL’\‘[E\IT AND INSTRUCTIONAL CGST, E’SI\G OLD AND

‘\}EW AGGREGATIO\S 1973-74 AND 1974- /3
\

(EnroH‘ment in thousands aggregate mstrudqonal expenchrur% in millions)

: Enrollmént Data 5. . - % -, ___Instrucfional Costs
1973-74 ~ =73 . 19,3-74
Old- | New . -Old New Cld New
_ Aggregation - Aggregation Aggregation  Aggregatiom . - . Aggregation - Aggregation

Public hstitutions . 5,677 5,677 15,995 5,995 . °  s12,731 $12,731°

Univérsities 2,090 -

(per FTE) -
Other Four-Year
. _(per FTE) -
Two-Year
" (per FTE)

Private Institutions
Universities
tper FTE)

. Other Four-Year
(per- ETE)
Two-Year

1,741

1,846 '

1,851
572

1,170

1,683

2,148
1,816
2,031
1,892

584
1",198

110

$ 5,938 -

(S 2,841)
- S 3,862
(S 2,218)
S 2,931
€S 1,588)

18

12)
34
»008)
. 188

»
4
’
’

$
(5
S
(S
S
(S
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g

109

—
N
Pt
~a)
Pt
O
'

(per FTE)
: ’ . . - ’ . - ]
Total ) , 7,529, 7,529 \ 7,887 ,887 7 $17,919
Detau 'mpy not add to totad because of ,roundmg l '

Sources: National Center for Educational Stétistics, Fall Bnroument in Hx@er Education ( Washmgton , b.c.s
: - US.GP.O,., 19'74 1975), Special Ta.bulatmns rom . ,
TR - ._191;. . ' o ’ i . 192
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A,PP'E\:DD( TABLE A-3

CO\{PARLSO\ OF FTE STL’DE.\T E\ROLL\{E?\T IN INSTITUTIONS WHICH REPORTED
FINANCIAL AND ENROLLMENT DATA FOR ALL OF 1970-75 PERIOD VvITH %LI
. "~ HIGHER EDUCATION: B\STITLTIO\S .
( E.n;ollment in thousands )

1970-7F AN : - 1974-75 :
Per Cent . - Per Cent . . Per Cent ' Per.Cent
- Sample of Total AU~ ®f Total* ~ Sgmple of Total All®  of Totaly
5,883 76.4
77 1.0
®497 6.5
1,603 20.
“1,135 14.
2,549 3%,

Public mstitutions L. 4,344 73.0 4,991 . . 4,935 ~
High Selectivity . - 43 . 71 ) 46
Medium Selectivity . - 344 .8 * . 458 . £371
Average Selectivity 1,311 ) 1,517 ) 1,404

- Below Average Selectivity 947 . 1,049 - 13. 1,009
Non-Selective 1,698 . 1,895 . 2,105.

Ll S RN ™)
N 0 O

1,815 2
292
253
493
433
344

7,678

‘Privage Institutions o7 1,604 . 1,753 . 1,629
Hifl¥ Sélectivity 243 ) 27¢ . 4. 251

. Medium Selectivity 244 249 - 3, 246
.Average Selectivity - 472 . . * 465
_Belog Average Selectivity 373 . 6. .2 384
Non-Selective - 272 .6 - . 4. 283
. . 5,948 . 0. 6,565

T N IR I

Ut ON s (.00 O
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C . \ APPENDIX TABLE A-3 (Cont'd) “

COMPARISON OF FTE TUDENT ENROLLMENT IN INSTITUTIONS WHICH REPORTED
FINANCIAT. AND ENRSLLMENT DA%A FOR ALL QF 1970-75 PERIOD WITH-ALL -~
. . . * HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS '

s

) ’
Distribution by Size of Campys, 1974-75
‘ -

(Enrollment in thousands)

v , Lo . .
.7 : . "Public Private

L " Sample Al Sample All

el 2 22 , 36

N g 31 . 48 . 97 . 118
] - 158 . 205 - 2720 - 291
’ - . 548 — 636 488 - 536
‘ ' 929 1,035 252 299"

.. —g,001 - 10,000 " 1,412 1,546 = ° , 296 337
- 10,001 - 29,000 . . 1,252 ‘1,417 . 173 201+
Greater Than 20, 000 871 . - " . 980- 46 - ~— 46

. .- - 5,202 5,871 o+ 1,54% * 1,885

Proportion of Enrollment

14 A
LY y L .

. A Public Private
Sample Population Sample Population
.785 .791 . .518: ' 575
* 131 . 326 . 265 ) .227
: .084 .083" 217 - .196




>

o APPENDIX TABLE A-3{Cont’d} .

" COMPARISON OF FTE STUDENT ENROLLMENT IN INSTITUTIONS WHICH REPORTED
" FINANCIAL AND ENROLLMENT DATA FOR ALL OF 1970-75 PERIOD WiTH ALL
S ' HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS

[
| ]

d.

: . .
*Jncludes appréximately 98-99 per cent-of all higher education enrollment. —
A . .

Note: Estimates from population assume that the dis‘lributigp of campuses by rate of growth
are the same as in sample. b

. (O '

~ . > (\'

’

ééufc&s: Spécial tabulations from HEGIS data; .
., John R. Endriss), ‘A System for Combining HEGIS Institutional Data Fiieéy(Was hington,” D.C.:
' Joseph Froomkin Inc., 1976}, pp. 41-42. ' -

- . . N B
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-, . - APENDIXB . - . _ o
" DERJVATION AND SOURCES OF PRCE INDEXES . .~ -,

~ T

1) © . The ngher Educatlon Price Index (HEPI), developed by Halstead, 1”

» measures pnce changes of 'educattonal and general ‘expenditures " mstf'uc- .
' t J - '-
uon and departmental wesearch, orgamzend acnv;tes of educational depart-
L 3 -

v LY

ments, other sponsored programs extensxon and pubhc servwe, lﬂ:raﬁes, o

L] / .

‘ e physncal plant mamtenance and’ operamon and other educatlonaf and general Yoy
B - ’ ’ '

(largely,adrmmstragve) expenses Research costs are speci,fxcally excluded

.. dn me*computanon of the Higher Educat}pn Price Index. I.nstead a separate ’
research and- development price. mdex has been computed.v al§o by Halstead.?
' * HEP! is a fixed weight price index based on 1964-65 budget pro-

porttonf through 1966 674 and on 1mpli'ed 1971- 72 budget proportions there-

¢ 4 .’
\‘M after “The smgle 1argest component of HEPI is faculty salarijes, wtﬁch in

1971 72 accounted for 42,2 per cent of educatxonal and genex& expendltures. 3 .

Thus, the fact that faculty silaries have increased’less than 20 per cent

. .
. oyer the past ﬁve years4 whxle the Consumer Pnce Index mcreased over ’

. ’ ! . . .. . N
‘ - . v v
. . . . .

= ‘ - oo T
*

1p. .4 Kent Halstead, H1gher Educauon Pnces and Pnce Indexes (Washmgton
U.8.G.P.O., 1975) T / .

2pig. L SR ‘ .

"/

3bid. , p41 >

4D. Kent Halstead Hxﬁher Educatxon Prices and Price Indexes, 1975 Su up- -
giemm(Wasmngton U S.GP.O., 1976) . -

¥
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hey

© - . .30 per cent helps explain the sources of savings for -higher education i
A . . - —‘ ' , 3 l(~ N . ’.’

. \ ’ . S . /

tutions. T - . ; .

. ‘ .

2y 7 The Consumer Price Index used in this study was calculate

.
EY . -
- "1"

two s‘ﬁghtly dxfferenr ways For the 1965-70 perlod, it is a simplg ave

' Lof the Consumer Price Index tbr two. ca-lendar years, to repreésent pnce
changes in ar@cade‘rmc year, i.e., for the 1965-66 academic year; an

- : ’avera.ge oi the consumer. pnce index in 1965 and 1966 was taken . I‘he

v of the index in 1966-67 was made equal to 100 and mdex value Ior othez
- &

years ad]usted accordmgly to make them compa,rable to the Higher EdL
. tion Price Index and the Research and Development Price Index. -«
‘ TR For the 1"570-75 period, the Consumer Price, Index was ave

on’ a' July to June basis, to correspond to the acadermc year, and it, toc

¥

was @d]usted'by computmg the ratio of the mdex to its value in 1966-67

-, o 3y . The hospital expenditures price index wa.s computed using |
' C ' ~

b ﬁéaltH care subindex of the Consumer Price ltc:lex. in the same manner

_yas then Consumer Price Index.

" =

-

. B , 1. The housing and food services pr1ce index was computed fr

the housing and food pr1ce submdexes of the Consumer Price Index. Av
o L

ages for each of thése subindexes were computed as described above fo

Ka  the Consumer Price Index, and thenr each of the indexes thus. computed
givm equal weight in comput&ng a composite index .The dec1s‘1on to gis
o " each of the submdexes equal welght trybomputmg the composne index w
. ,-‘ ’ admlttedly an arbitrary one. It was doné because no dara was. availaple
N O L ltt{{

1




v

. ot ‘ . . . . .
" - which disaggregated auxiliary enterprise expenditures into its component

parts. ‘If more weight had been given to housing ex_pehditures, 1970-71 :

mdex tyould have.been higher fand the computed rate of increase slower

*

on 1mplled 19Y1-72 budget proporflons _Educa-
t1onal and general‘expendnures (exeludmg research) were deflated usmg
the Higher Educanaa Pnce Index, research expendztures with the I;esearch
K and Development Price lndex; hospltal—expendltures wit\\*he health care
price index, housmg and {food services, with the composite mdex described
) 'z-ifksegon 4 above, and other service programs, other aux1h Tter-
| prises, and student a1d with the Consumer Price Index The 1mpl1ed bg%et
propgmms_jbr 1972 used in der1vmg ‘this fixed welght index were as follows
(in percentage Eer'ms): , v ‘

- y - AN Public - Private
) Institutions [lostitutions Institug’ons

Education and general
Organized research
Student ‘aid grants’
Major seryice programs "~
Hospitals
Other servicgprograms
A i -eﬂtg;' ises «+ -
g and food services .
er auxiliary enterprises

»

T e—a

»




¢
S » -
;\;\ \ N Q -
', ’ ' ) .
6) _ The faculty combe:\s‘a'tion index was adapted from publicé.tions ’

‘of the American Association of University Professors.
7) " The plant maintenance and operation price index is a fixed weight

index based upon ?stimates of the relative importance of various inputs into

plant maintenance and operation. Uggag the informatiod_pxjovided by Halstead,
- - B -

and allocating manpower and resources most likely to be used for that buf-

-

pose>, the following budget proportions were developed: -~
L (1) 2)

, Per Cent of .
T Educational and Relative Weight
. R , - General Expenditures (Percentage)
Craftsmen . * @ 1.0 8.8 . .
Students .2 1§~
Service employees T a 4.0 0 35.1
Operators and {aborers - 1.1 9.7 .
. Fringe benefits , .8 - -7.0
Supplies and materials .8 7.0 '
.. Equipment .S 4.4
_ lrlnl:lt)gs . 3.0 . - 26.3
] Lo . 1T 100.0

4

Using the budgét propori‘.ionstima.ted above, #nd the price index for the

various, cat’egorxes of expendxtt_:js as detailed in Halstead,,5 unknown and
ifetative weights were esnmatg for 1971- 72, as shown: . /
, - Known _
~ k - Budget Price Absolute Relatlve
t Proportions Relative  Weight =~ Weight
Craftsmen - 1 .0877 = 137.9 x .0636 .0846
- Students . 0175 = 138.5 x .0126 .0168
Service K - ..3509 = 138.7 x .2530 3364
. Operators laborers 0965 = 138.5 x .0697 . .0927
* Fringe ben _ .0702 = 180.2 x .0390 .0519
" Supplies and materials ..0702 = 112.6 x .0623 .0828
Equipment . . .0439 5 119.4 x 0368 .0489
Utilities. , 2632 = 122.4 x .2150 ° .2859
S Vi~ TS0 1000
-201.,

—




From the estimated relative quantities, price indexes were constructed

-

for the 1970-75 period: 7

4




- T ' R ' APPENDIX C
> ‘ . - *- .
*'INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS, PROBLEMS WITH 1975 DATA S
» M . [ ' . ' .
%./" B @) the course of our analyses of the ﬁnan;:xal condmons of - o
] lngher education, we have tried to develop some helpful concepts which ' L 3
- K hlghlight the meaning of changes in various items gf expendxture and revenue -

e which make up the mcome statements or balance sheeté of these institutions.

~- -

&

. *One such concept xs mstrucnonal costs, an estimate of what

it costs a given institution to offer instruction to its students and ro attract

K.}

- a desirable student body In order to calculate this figure, we have sub-
tracted from total expenditures the revenues meh the institution has de~ 3
.rived from a vanety of non*mstructional functxons the salg of its stafﬂ
time to perform research and developmeut, earmarked eudowments and
gifts, reimbursed public service and extension activities, thé cost of run-
ning auxiliary enterpnses, such as dorrm;orxes dining halls bookstores,
etc., as well as the income from operating hospitals. The dlfference be- . -
tween total current funds exoend{mr; and these revenues is in this study : s
lobeléd/ jnstructional costs. a
’ We have aigued that profits from Research aﬁd Dev_elopmem‘,“x1
_or £or'that matter dormitories, should be par;ly allocat'ed to ope;'ations
" . and maintenance or edmunstranm and reduce the cost of instruction. Also. )
- the deqsmn to allocate diséretionary funds to student aid, presumably to ‘

. diverslfy the student body, is as much a part of mstrucnonal costs as pay-

InSteachers o - _ : -




e C-2 '

' . ’
. _This involved procedure was pecessary because NCES report-
’ <. T . + = - . s * - '
L ing'forms instructed higher education inssitutions.not to allocate overhead

costs 1o reseai'cih or auxiliafy ea}erprises. Without better, guidelines om
how_thege costs were to be allocated, our procedure to estlmate the cost

- , of the 1mportant teaching function appeared to be reasonabPe

’

o ¢ This proced&re worked: remarkably well for the penpd 1966
W

It is not 11kely to work again because NCES has changed the finan-

~

' cial reportmg form agam It 'ts now vu—tuanv xmpossxbLe to 1solate research

" and development_and private research grants from the total. . Dur attempt

y - to differentiate be'tween.restri'cted and unrestricted grants and gxfts.to '
! v« . - arriveata comparable'total for 197475 was completely frustrated by (1)

the changes in the formh which was used to collect the information on fi-
. - - . PR

[
t

nances of postéecmdary institutions, an‘d (2) the wh;‘ institutions respoeded
BVEN 0 P
' to thesurvey. g ‘.
In theo:ry, it ought }o.ﬁe ;ossil;l'e to &erive the i,nstructior;eﬂ \
costs, usit;xg our method&og}. b); sﬁbt‘i'acting tuitian, and rgstricted public
“and i)rivage grants to derive che"‘salés" of pc;étsepondar:y' insti\tu?txons: .As q
in previous years, this figure would be subtracted from total e:q?tend“itui'es. ‘
in iaci,'the results of this earlculation were not consistent with the calcu™-
lanons of Costs for past yeara, especxallv for public ané'brwate‘ uezversxtxes
An exanunatxon of records of some 230 ’msutunons for the 19 3.74

~ and 1974 /39 agademlc years sbowed that repomng \rhconsxstencxes were ncx

‘e

) systemanc .Por mstance, the anersxtv of North Carolina at Chapel' Hill .
B \4 ’
s R 2R -

S . 2ng . '




]
o

) .‘; o i oL 1 "‘i- *
included }27 rmlllon worth of, g;rants in the latter, but ‘hot in the former’

]

year, for.a spemal program admmxstered by the Umvevrsxry

In the'case -

of New York Uﬁiversi.ty,

instructional expend‘hires per student halved from

one year to the next, *wrule at Georgetown-unversuty, they mcreased fifty

NS

with medical schools.

’

" &

per cent.

Tn both mstxtundns, the number oi,,faculty members andcthe mix

410 1914 /75.

We can only

by rank did not change appreclably fro

suspect that the forfn was ﬁned in

It would be highly desmable if NCES would compare ;.'ear;r.g-(

[ 2

year reporting by institdtions ¢ £sp

-
cons:stem.ly from one year'to the’ next.

ecﬂhl{' for those perxod:s when the forma£

-

~

Unfortunately,

of the quesuonnaére changes, and follow up on the dxscrepanm
+ it d1d LS and in the interest @f’gatmg tHs repoﬁ,put on time, we had to
estimate jnstructional costs for institutions in 1974 ,,3 s
gur'aﬁalysis of 197475 data (_irove‘u’s t6 the -concluslxm%‘hat
most instjtutims which reported outlay inconsistently had som'e conne;gion
Those without medical schools reported fairly con-

sistént increases in expenses for instructional staff and departmental re-

* search if not instructional ‘oo\ts Estimates of instructional costs for -

~1974/75 were thus prepared by. esnmatmg the relationship of \rstructxonal

.staff ‘and departmental research to instructional costs for these institutions.

L

o




